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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE 


Professor Constantin Ritter needs no introduction to students 
of Plato. For nearly half a century he has been writing books 
and articles on Plato. But in spite of his trentfhdous achieve- 
ments and of the fact that the best Plato scholars are indebted 
to him, he has remained largely tmknown to wide circles of 
students of philosophy. The reason, no doubt, is that he writes 
in a language which is none too well known by many students 
of philosophy in the Western Hemisphere. I consider it a 
privilege, therefore, to make this volume on Plato’s philosophy 
accessible to the English reading public. It embodies the 
researches of a lifetime; and as the Getman title, Kerngedanken 
der platonischen Philosophie, indicates, it contains the essence 
of Professor Ritter’s monumental two-volume work on 
Plato.^ 

In translating this work I kept two things constantly in 
mind. First, I tried to be as faithful to the original as possible. 
I did not paraphrase, except perhaps a little in one or two 
small sections. It was my purpose to let Professor Ritter speak. 
Second, I attempted to the best of my ability to let Professor 
Ritter speak as good English as possible. This was not always 
easy; nor was I always very successful. As for this, the reader 
must judge for himself. I wish that it had been possible to 
submit the entire translation to Professor Ritter for his criticism 
and suggestions. He read a few pages of the manuscript, and 
the results were such that I greatly regret that he could not 
read all of it. 

For assistance with the translation, special acknowledgment 
is due to my wife whose time was greatly encroached upon 
and whose patience, no doubt, was at times tmduly tried. 
I also wish to express my gratitude to Dr. J. E. Turner, Reader 

‘ Platon, Sein Leben, seine Schriften, seine Lehre. Vol. I, C. H. Beck, 
Miinchen, 1910, pp. 588. Vol. II, C. H. Beck, Miinchen, 1923, 
pp. 910. 
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in Philosophy in the University of Liverpool, who kindly read 
the manuscript and made valuable suggestions. I alone, how- 
ever, am responsible for the imperfections and shortcomings 
of the translation. 


ADAM ALLES 


Annapolis, Maryland 



PREFACE TO THE ENGLISH EDITION 


My researches in Plato were the occasion for acquainting my- 
self thoroughly with similar investigations in other countries. 
In this connectionj I learned most from English scholars, 
whose whole manner of research and interpretation especially 
appealed to me. It was, therefore, a great satisfaction and 
encouragement to me to observe that English scholars in turn 
regarded my work as worthy of consideration. My Unter- 
suchungen iiber Plato (1888) was welcomed in a friendly manner 
by Lewis Campbell, with whose chronological determinations 
my investigations were in remarkably close agreement. When, 
after many carefully planned attempts,’ I had finally completed 
(1923) my comprehensive new interpretation of Plato’s life, 
literary activity, and philosophy, I was honoured by A. E. 
Taylor, who in dedicating his splendid book, Plato^ The Man 
and His Work^ “To all true lovers of Plato, quick and dead,” 
singled me out in particular.^ 

Science does not allow itself to be completely hampered by 
national boundaries. Since Latin has ceased to be the language 
of the educated world, however, the particular languages of 
the individual cultural peoples constitute hindrances and limits, 
which not everyone can overcome. I gladly assented, therefore, 
when Professor Adam Alles asked my permission to translate 

^ In the concluding paragraph of the Preface, Professor Taylor says: 
“To two living scholars I must make very special acknowledgment. 
How much I owe to the published writings of my friend and colleague 
in Scotland, Professor Burnet, will be apparent on almost every 
page of my book; ... I owe no less to Professor C. Ritter of Tubingen, 
who has given us, as part of the work of a life devoted to Platonic 
researches, the best existing commentary on the Laws and the finest 
existing full-length study of Plato and his philosophy as a whole. 
One cannot despair of one’s kind when one remembers that such a 
work was brought to completion in the darkest years Europe has 
known since 1648. It is a great honour to me that Dr. Ritter has 
allowed me to associate his name with this poor volume.” — ^Trans- 
lator. 
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into English the present volume which, tmder the title Kem- 
gedanken der platonischen Philosophie, is an outline of my 
comprehensive work on Plato. 

The friendly request that I, as the author, write a short 
preface to the translation served as an exhortation to add 
something worth while, which is not contained in the original 
German text. I came across a note of mine which shows an 
attempt to present more clearly the much contested meaning 
of the doctrine of Ideas. I shall copy this note at this point, 
because I believe that its content will be accepted as a welcome 
supplement to pp. 153 If., 170 If., 184 IF., 218 IF. 

The note is as follows: The universal Idea of reason thinks 
in us, the spiritual individuals, just as the imiversal Idea of 
the knife cuts in the individual knives, or as the universal Idea 
of the tree, e.g., blossoms and bears fruit in the individual 
cherry tree. That this individual tree exists is only possible 
because, in the general arrangement of the materials and of 
the powers of the earth, the possibility (or rather in a concrete 
instance the necessity) for the coming into existence of the 
trees (more precisely of the cherry tree, the apple tree, the 
nut tree, the oak, the fir, etc.) is given, and the actuahty of 
individual conditions (e.g., change of seasons, etc.) which 
determine the growth of these trees is also given. Similarly 
spiritual individuals and spiritual events, “history” in all its 
determinedness, are possible only because their cause is given, 
is determined in the totality of cosmic powers. We are not 
justified in conceiving this cause after the pattern of concrete 
and individual objects — as Aristotle’s critique attempts to do; 
this is, indeed, contrary to what Plato means by the “Idea.” 
We can only say with confidence that it is the cause of all the 
processes which uniformly repeat themselves in constant 
renewal; these processes we describe with the same words. 
Without such a cause our predications concerning generic 
characteristics of the individual which language alone can 
express would be tmfounded, foolish talk. On the other hand, 
in describing these generic characteristics of the individual 
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appearance and the individual event, we describe the cause 
itself as exactly as any cause can possibly be described whose 
reahty exists in its activity, and can therefore be determined 
only by its effects. 

In conclusion I should like to direct a critical remark against 
the recent attempts, oft repeated, to stamp Plato as a mystic. 
These are wholly based on forged passages of the Epistles, 
which I can only consider as inferior achievements of spiritual 
poverty which seeks to take refuge in occultism. I am aston- 
ished that anyone can hail them as enhghtened wisdom, as 
the final result of Platonic philosophizing. With reference to 
this point I can confidently direct Enghsh readers to Richards’ 
Platonica, pp. 271 ff. 

CONSTANTIN RITTER 

TObingen, 

June 15, 1932 




PREFACE 


In the brief presentation which I here attempt to give of 
Plato’s philosophy, I have naturally had to omit the proof for 
certain expositions. Whoever will refer to my other works will 
there discover what he may find missing here. Above all I 
must always refer to my two-volume work, Platon, Sein Leben, 
seine Schriften, seine Lehre (C. H. Beck, Miinchen, 1910, 1923). 
I have again given painstaking care to the indices. I believe 
that with their aid all passages which are of similar content 
can easily be brought together. I hope that no one will be 
frightened away by the use of Greek words and whole sen- 
tences in the footnotes. In isolated places in the text where 
I have made use of a Greek word, the translation or an explana- 
tion is added as soon as possible. 

Even now we have no satisfactory picture of Plato. The 
only reliable bust that we have is the herm Castellani (Berlin), 
which is a crude and late copy. Among the other busts related 
to it, that at Holkam Hall is the most acceptable. In it, how- 
ever, certain parts of the face are restorations. We must there- 
fore accept it as it is. 

The Wurtembergische Gesellschaft zur Forderung der Wissen- 
schaften granted me a sum of money to defray part of the 
expense of publishing this book. For this aid I express my 
gratitude to them. 

C. RITTER 


Tubingen, 

October 27, 1930 
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INTRODUCTION 


I. Plato was a descendant of one of the foremost families of 
the ancient Attic aristocracy. On the paternal side he was 
descended from King Codrus; on the maternal he was related 
to Solon. Critias, the well-known leader of the Thirty, was 
his mother’s cousin. Plato was probably born in 427, or per- 
haps even a year or two earlier. His childhood and youth, 
therefore, fall into the period of the Peloponnesian war with 
all its excitement and vicissitudes. The Golden Age of Athens 
was past. Pericles had died of the plague, which had taken 
its toll in thousands of the population of Attica. A feeling of 
insecurity, of emptiness and of lack of leadership arose; it was 
as though the experienced pilot of a ship were missing and 
in addition the crew had been reduced. But the city of Athens 
was still resplendent with the beauty of the magnificent build- 
ings which Pericles had given it. In spite of the growing dis- 
tress of war, the cultural and intellectual life of Athens was 
still in its full vigour and activity. Each year outstanding poets 
competed for the honour of enhancing the celebration of the 
Dionysiac Festivals with their creations.^ Rhetoric, which had 
a real, practical value in the Athenian democracy, was more 
and more developed; and in connection with it Attic prose 
was gradually brought to the height of its perfection — e.g., it 
was during these years of bitter warfare that Thucydides pro- 
duced his great work, the style of which has always been 
regarded as exemplary. 

Plato was six or seven years of age when, in the year 421, 

^ To be specific: Aeschylus died 456. The Antigone was presented 
on the stage in 442, and the Medea in 431. The presentation of 
King OedipuSi HippolytuSi the AchamianSy the Knights, the Clouds, 
and the Birds took place during Plato’s childhood. The Trojans 
was scheduled for 415, the Electra of Euripides for 413; Philoctetus 
for 409, Orestes and Plutus for 408; the Bacchae and Iphigenia in 
Aulis for 406, the Frogs for 40$, Oedipus Coloneus (second presenta- 
tion?), 401. 
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peace was concluded with Sparta, and Athens could once more 
look to a period of economic and intelleaual development. 
The adaptable nature of the Athenian populace recovered 
quickly from the burden of war; its fickle nature and readiness 
to tmdertake new projects, however, lacked the guidance of 
a conscientious and responsible leader. Thus it happened that 
Alcibiades easily persuaded the Athenians to undertake the 
Sicihan venture, which brought about a renewal of the struggle 
with Sparta. The failure of this conflict foreboded the inevi- 
table decline of the proud city and the destruction of its power. 
In the summer of 415, the largest and most magnificent fleet 
which Athens had ever possessed sailed from Piraeus for Sicily. 
In September, 413, came the crushing news of the loss of this 
fleet, as well as of those ships which had been sent to its aid. 
Plato was old enough to be deeply and permanently impressed 
by these events, which marked the turning-point in the history 
of Athens. Even though we have no specific reference on this 
point, we may assume that in the later years of the war, when 
he had reached the age for military service, military training 
received much of his time and attention. Without doubt, Plato 
together with his two brothers (we definitely know of their 
service^) served in the cavalry, which was engaged in hard 
battles during the years 409 and 407. It is also probable that 
Plato personally participated in the battle of Arginusae in 406, 
the greatest naval battle in history until that of Jutland. Athens 
was in such extreme danger at this time that every available 
citizen was drafted for service. A few years earlier Plato seems 
to have become acquainted with Socrates. For a time his uncle 
Critias also cultivated the friendship of Socrates — presumably 
Critias thought of profiting by Socrates’ skill in the use of 
words in order to further his own ambitious plans for power. 
The acquaintance with Socrates became epoch-making for 
Plato’s further development. From now on, Socrates becomes 
his guiding star in thought and in action. 


^ Republic, 368a. 
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We are told that before his meeting with Socrates Plato had 
been carefully educated in all the arts with which the son of 
an aristocratic and wealthy family should be familiar, that he 
had won literary and gymnastic prizes, had seriously tried his 
hand at poetry, and was planning to enter as one of the con- 
testants for the prize in tragedy at one of the Dionysiac Fes- 
tivals; but when he applied the standard set for him by Socrates, 
he consigned his poems to the flames. In accordance with 
family tradition, he felt that he should be active in politics. 
His nearest relatives (in addition to Critias, his mother’s cousin, 
and Charmides, her brother) could assist him in this aspiration. 
After the flnal defeat of Athens, the arbitrary rule of the Thirty 
was set up and Plato was asked by them to share their power. 
Here again it was the influence of Sdcrates which kept him 
from taking this step. But after the speedy fall of the Thirty, 
he was not averse from becoming an aspirant for a political 
position in accordance with the laws of his city. Under the 
democracy, however, the conscienceless and imjust prosecution 
and condemnation of Socrates took place. Plato found it im- 
possible to work with those who permitted or were guilty of 
this act; he withdrew more and more from the scene of politics 
and bided his time. Immediately after the execution of the 
beloved master, an occurrence he could not prevent, he, in 
the company of other Socratics, left Athens and for a time took 
up his residence in Megara. Soon thereafter he imdertook 
extensive travels, which seem to have been interrupted by 
lengthy sojourns in his native city, and it seems highly prob- 
able that he fought with the Athenian forces in the flrst years 
of the Corinthian wars (395, 394). On his journeys he very 
probably went to Egypt and remained there for some time 
(he went to Egypt at the earliest about 395 and stayed there 
until the outbreak of the Corinthian wars). It is also highly 
probable that he visited Crete and Cyrene. From the very 
beginning, the journey to Southern Italy and Sicily (about 
389) was of greater importance for Plato and of greater sig- 
nificance for his future career. About this journey to Sicily 
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and the subsequent ones which grew out of it, we are more 
definitely informed. 

One of the incidents of this visit was Plato’s acquaintance 
with the Pythagoreans of Southern Italy, among whom was 
the learned scholar and statesman, Archytus, to whom Plato 
became attached in true friendship. Another incident was of 
even greater importance and entailed more serious conse- 
quences. While in Syracuse he met Dion, the brother-in-law 
of the tyrant Dionysius I. Dion was a talented and high-minded 
youth and became attached to Plato with the sincerest devotion 
and enthusiasm. The immediate consequence of this meeting 
was that a discussion on politics took place between the tyrant, 
who was about the same age as Plato, and Plato (Dionysius 
was 43, Plato was 40, Dion was 20). During the conversation 
the two men clashed and the philosopher was sent home in 
scorn and disgrace. On his homeward journey, either as a 
consequence of chance or the sinister conniving of the tyrant,^ 
Plato fell into the hands of pirates. In the market-place of the 
island Aegina, which was at this time at war with Athens, 
Plato was sold into slavery. Fortimately Anniceris, a wealthy 
man of Gyrene, happened to be there. He bought Plato, gave 
him his freedom and sent him home to Athens. We can defi- 
nitely say that this event took place in the late summer of 
388; in fact, it is practically the only event in Plato’s life which 
can be definitely dated. Since Anniceris refused to be reim- 
bursed the amount which he paid for Plato — he considered 
it an honour to serve him in this manner^ — Plato took that 
amount of money and within the confines of the Academy® 

1 In his life of Dion, in which he follows good sources, Plutarch 
reports that Dionysius instructed the leader of a Spartan delegation, 
who was at this time also at his court, to get possession of Plato 
and either dispose of him somehow or sell him into slavery. In doing 
so, no injustice would be done Plato; for Plato asserted that even in 
slavery he could enjoy the happiness which justice assured him in 
all circumstances. 

“ It is evident that Plato was already known through his writings. 

’ The region was named after a certain hero Akademos (Hekademos). 
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bought a plot of grotuid, which he set aside as the location 
for the school of philosophy which he had decided to found.^ 
For more than twenty years he lived here in voluntary retire- 
ment from pubhc life and public discussion of scientific and 
philosophic problems. During this period, in fellowship with 
kindred spirits, he contemplated the meaning of hfe. At the 
same time he taught an ever-increasing group of young men, 
who were attracted to him by his powerful and amiable per- 
sonahty and by his reputation for learning. 

In the year 367, immediately after the sudden death of 
Dionysius I, Dion- advised the new ruler, Dionysius II (son 
of Dionysius I), now in his late twenties, to extend a solemn 
invitation to Plato to come without delay to the court of 
Syracuse to help to organize the state in accordance with 
philosophical principles. Although Plato had little faith in the 
enterprise, he felt that he should not turn a deaf ear to the 
pleading of his friends, especially to that of Dion, and he 
therefore decided to imdertake the journey. Upon his arrival 
in Syracuse, he was given a splendid reception and at first 
everything seemed to go well. But the foundation on which 
Plato was to build was vmdermined with jealousy, suspicion, 
and slander. The reactionaries in the court soon succeeded 
in supplanting Dion. He was accused of traitorous activity and 
was banished; Plato was suspected of secredy being party to 
the plans. Thereupon, he tried in vain to obtain permission 
to return home. Dionysius would not let him depart, because 
he feared the general derision which would follow the sudden 
break between himself and the man through whose friendship 
and reputation he was going to secure for himself in the eyes 
of the whole world the tide of philosopher-king. Finally, when 
war broke out, Plato succeeded in gaming permission to return 

1 This garden was gradually provided with living quarters and 
buildings for instruction and remained the home of the Platonic 
school until Justinian expelled the last members from his kingdom 
(529). (They went to Persia.) It is the same year in which Benedict 
of Nursia founded his monastery on Monte Casino. 

• Dion was uncle and brother-in-law of Dionysius II. 
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to Athens, but only on the condition that he return to Syracuse 
as soon as the war was over. At the conclusion of peace, Dion 
was also to be allowed to return home. 

Because of this agreement, Plato was obliged at the end of 
five years once more “to imdertake the journey through dan- 
gerous Charybdis.”^ This time his failure was much greater 
and became apparent much sooner. The honest and straight- 
forward efforts of his guest in favour of Dion filled the spoiled 
tyrant with uncontrollable jealousy. By repeatedly tr3dng to 
have Dionysius carry out his promise to let Dion return, Plato 
ran the risk of paying with his own life for the loyalty to his 
friend. For the permission to return home unharmed, Plato 
was indebted to the tactful efforts of Archytus and his col- 
leagues. The return took place in 360, again as it seems in 
late summer. 

This concluded Plato’s Sicilian adventures, the outcome of 
which corroborated his original apprehensions. The banished 
Dion was helpless while he saw himself robbed of his large 
possessions and while his wife (sister to the wife of the tyrant) 
was forced to marry another. Even this action of the tjrant 
could not move Dion to give up the rights which had been 
denied him. Instead, he gathered an army and marched (357) 
against the kingdom of his unprincipled nephew and brother- 
in-law. He drove him from Sjnracuse; but the struggle for 
power, which ensued between him and the deposed and 
exiled tyrant, gave ambitious adventurers an opportunity to 
interfere, and a few years later he lost his life by assassination. 
Plato felt this to be the severest blow that fate had dealt him. 
He mourned the loss of Dion as if he had been his only son 
and heir. He felt this blow more keenly than the death of 
Socrates; the latter had attained the goal of his life; whereas 
the former perished when he was preparing to attain the 

^ Thus it is expressed in the Seventh Letter, which is without doubt 
genuine in its historical content. Only the philosophical section (341b- 
345c), in style like the Epinomis, cannot be from the pen of Plato. 
Cf. below, p. 28. 
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greatest thing s. Plato felt that had Dion remained in power, 
the dream of his life, the ideal which he outlined in the Republic, 
would have been realized, i.e., the philosopher-king would 
have achieved this ideal state without persecution and the 
bloody shambles which usually accompany a political revo- 
lution; he would have brought true happiness to a large 
kingdom, and this would have served as an excellent example 
for others and, without doubt, would have found imitators 
elsewhere. 

Five years after Dion’s assassination, Plato died (347 or 348) 
at the ripe old age of eighty or over. To the end of his life^ 
he was mentally alert and active and enjoyed the honour and 
respect conferred upon him by his circle of disciples. 

• 

2. We are better able to pass judgment on Plato as philosopher 
than we are on all other Greek philosophers. The numerous 
writings in which he gave expression to his thoughts have, 
without exception, been preserved in toto and that in excellent 
manuscript form,^ so that there are only a few unimportant 
passages in which the meaning is doubtful. 

There has been much useless argument about the genuine- 
ness, as well as the order of appearance, of the different 
dialogues. It was not until a careful study was made of the 
difference in language and expression of the dialogues that an 
indubitable means of determining their genuineness, as well 
as the approximate date of their appearance, was arrived at. 
If this means is combined with the thought of the dialogues, 
the following dialogues may with certainty be set down as 
genuine: I. Lesser Hippias, Laches, Protagoras, Charmides; 
II. Euthyphro, Apology, Crito, Gorgias; III. Major Hippias, 
Euthydemus, Cratylus, Mem, Memxenus; IV. Lysis, Symposium, 
Phaedo; V. Republic, Phaedrus, Theaetetus, Parmenides; VI. 
Sophist, Statesman, Timaeus, as well as Critias, Philebus, and 

* Cicero does not imply more in his saying : scribens mortuus est. 

• This exactness is perhaps explicable by the fact that the Academy 
existed in Athens for such a long period. 
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the Laws. Of the Letters, the Third and Eighth appear to be 
genuine, as well as the main narrative part of the long, rich 
in content Seventh Letter. Everything else accredited to Plato 
is most certainly not genuine.^ 

The order of appearance of the dialogues is also fairly certain. 
The order here given probably differs only shghtly from that 
chosen by Plato himself. The Roman numerals I — ^VI are to 
be understood in the sense that definite lines of demarcation 
are indicated by them and that any deviation from this classi- 
fication seems imwise.^ 

Definite dates cannot be given for any of Plato’s vmtings. 
Yet we may with great certainty place the Theaetetus in the 
year 369 or 368 (i.e., one to two years before Plato was called 
to the court of Syracuse). Since this dialogue indicates an 
important turning-point, much is gained by this date. The 
striking difference in language between it and its continuation, 
the Sophist, is only expUcable by a long and doubtless im- 
foreseen interruption. This unfortunate interruption could only 
have been caused by the journey to Sicily. The change in 
language is most readily explained by this journey and its 
consequences. As for the Parmenides, I believe that I have 
made it sufficiently plausible that it was written during the 
uncomfortable and aimless stay at the court of Dionysius after 
Dion’s exile (367 or 366).® It is imthinkable that the Lesser 
Hippias could have been written after the distressing accusa- 
tions against Socrates.^ This should also make it apparent to 

* Evidence for this position is given in various places in my two- 
volume work on Plato (consult index), as well as in my Neue Unter- 
stichungen iiber Platon, pp. 329 ff. Compare also Philol. Wochenschr., 
1929, Nos. 16 and 44; also Untersuchungen, 1888, pp. 81 fF. 

* Only with reference to the Major Hippias do I feel very uncertain. 
This dialogue ought, perhaps, to be placed at the end of group I. 
In groups I-VI, the Lysis, the Symposium, and the Phaedo could 
interchange positions; also the Euthydemus and the Cratylus; as well 
as the Laches, the Protagoras and the Charmides; and finally the 
Timaeus, the Critias and the Philebus. The Menexenus could also be 
moved one place forward or backward. 

“ Platon, I, 127 f., 265 ff. * See note, p. 39 below. 
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every critical reader that the Apology could not have been 
Plato’s first work. In spite of recent objections, it is still highly 
probable that the Symposium was written shortly after 385. 

In the Phaedrus, Plato characterizes the literary product of 
an able man, and thereby his own, as something of secondary 
and subordinate nature. Here the written word only means 
iimocent play for him and is chiefly to be considered as a 
means for the pleasant recall of lively conversations; but it 
is not to take the place of verbal discourse. This is not true, 
however, in the same degree of all of Plato’s writings; but it 
is true of the earlier ones, as well as of those dialogues which 
were written before Plato reached late middle age, the age at 
which he wrote the Phaedrus (about 375). Students of Plato 
often speak of a Socratic period and -place within it those 
dialogues in which the author (supposedly) is completely under 
the influence of Socrates and has as his purpose the portrayal 
of the real Socrates for the Athenian reading public. Good 
examples of this group are the Laches and the Protagoras. Such 
dialogues are really the result of the serene playfulness of the 
poet’s imagination following his inner urge to embody his 
observations and experiences in artistic creations; primarily 
they serve the purpose of recalling pleasant memories. Their 
philosophical content, with which he is not chiefly concerned, 
is difficult to grasp because of the Socratic irony which is 
imitated. It is otherwise with Plato’s later writings. Already 
in the Cratylus and the Meno more positive teachings are to 
be found, and no one doubts that with these doctrines Plato 
goes beyond Socrates’ convictions. This is true in even a 
greater degree of the Phaedo, the Republic, and the Phaedrus. 
The Theaetetus and the Parmenides are, indeed, mainly critical, 
but their analytical criticism forms the necessary preparation 
for extraordinarily important conclusions which are foreign to 
Socratic thought. These are already in the critic’s mind as the 
end to be attained, but their positive development is not given 
until we reach the Sophist, the Statesman, and the Philebus. 
The Timaeus and the Laws are didactic in nature. The artistic. 
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free play of thoughts has more and more given way to their 
strictly logical unfolding. The lectures which the aged Plato 
delivered in the Academy may be thought of as being of a 
similar nature to these writings of his old age. Even if he now 
writes as he taught, the literary product has a different pm^wse; 
at least it is given more serious import. 

Much effort has been spent in distinguishing between the 
purely Socratic and purely Platonic thought in the dialogues 
of Plato’s youth; therefore careful attention has been given 
to the expressions which deal with the relation of the concepts 
to the particular things. From of old the philosophy of Plato 
has been looked upon as having the characteristic of taking 
the concepts and hypostatizing them or making substances^ 
of them, i.e., of making things of them which exist in and 
by themselves and which are looked upon as the true reality 
of everything that exists; whereas the individual object was 
considered as real only in so far as it participated in the uni- 
versal, either by imitation or in some other mysterious way. 
The terminology applied to these independently existing or 
real objects is also considered to be peculiarly Platonic. The 
term used to designate them is Idea. In Plato’s writings two 
words are used, viz., tSea and ethos, the latter being used more 
frequently.^ This conception of Plato’s doctrine of Ideas, which 
has been most frequently accepted as the essence of Platonism, 
is clearly expressed in several passages of Aristotle, in whom, 
as the greatest pupil of Plato, absolute confidence was placed 
more or less universally tmtil recent times. Aristotle says that 
“From his youth, Plato was acquainted with Cratylus and the 
Heraclitean doctrines that all sensible things are in constant 
flux and that no knowledge is possible of them. These views 
he held even in later years. At the same time, however, he 
adopted Socrates’ philosophy, which was concerned with ques- 

* Substance is the Latin translation of ‘indaraais, a term used by 
Aristotle. 

* eldos, and similar words, I have discussed fully in my Neue 
Untersuchungen, pp. 228-326. Munchen, 1910. 
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tions of morality (and excluded the general questions of natiual 
science). In these ethical questions he was interested in the 
universal and turned first of all to definition. Thus Plato 
arrived at the conclusion that this type of reasoning referred 
to something else than the objects of sensation. He believed 
it impossible that a universal definition could have for its 
object a sensible thing, since sensible things are constantly 
changing. This type of being he called Ideas (ISeas). The sen- 
sible things, he maintained, existed apart from the Ideas and 
are named after them; for the multitude of things which bear 
the same name as the Ideas are as they are through participa- 
tion in the Ideas (rots ecSemi')” Aristotle adds: “Besides, the 
latter is only a changed expression for the Pythagorean doctrine 
that things are imitations of numbers.”, Even earlier, Aristotle 
had remarked that “Plato’s investigations agreed in most points 
with those of the Pythagoreans.”^ 

Gradually, however, the faith in the absolute dependability 
of Aristotle’s interpretation was severely shaken. It was found 
that very frequently he misinterpreted his predecessors, because 
of his own preconceived notions; nor is he altogether free from 
hair-splitting disputations. At times he simplifies by schematiz- 
ing, and constructs means for establishing simple connections 
between propositions which he is comparing. In this maimer 
he misinterprets the Pythagoreans several times and also grossly 
misunderstands several passages in the Republic and the Laws. 
This means that we must be on our guard when we read 
Aristotle, especially in regard to his interpretation of Plato’s 
doctrine of Ideas. 

Since Plato expressed his thoughts in writing up to the time 
of his death, the contention that the latest form which Plato 
gave to his thoughts was handed on by word of mouth is 
nothing but fiction. For the same reason we may say that 
Aristotle cannot materially supplement the thoughts expressed 
in Plato’s dialogues by what he heard in Plato’s lectures. 

* Aristotle, Metaphysics, I, 6. See Zeller, Philosophic der Griechen, 
II, 2', p. 654. 
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Therefore, when Aristotle’s interpretation does not agree with 
what we ourselves can find expressed in Plato’s dialogues, we 
can only say that it must be attributed to Aristotle’s incorrect 
hearing or misunderstanding rather than to anything else. Our 
interpretation of Plato must at all times start from and be 
guided by the Platonic dialogues. 

It is, indeed, difficult to draw a sharp distinction between 
Socrates’ thoughts and those of Plato in those dialogues in 
which Socrates plays the leading role. For this reason the two 
English scholars, Burnet and Taylor, wish to regard everything 
that Plato makes Socrates say about the Ideas (as e.g., in the 
Phaedrus) as being Socratic and to derive it from Socrates’ 
association with certain Pythagoreans. This interpretation has 
been refuted by othejs;^ I too cannot agree with it. I am, 
nevertheless, convinced that at least the ethical principles of 
the older Platonic dialogues are entirely Socratic — ^for many 
of these dialogues the ethical ideas form the chief content. 
Besides, it would be inconceivable how Plato could produce 
a long series of writings, covering at least three decades of his 
life, in which everything worth while is expressed through 
Socrates without at the same time reaffirming anew that he 
(Plato) owed the best and profoundest thoughts of his philo- 
sophy — ^i.e., its ethical content — ^to the tmforgettable master. 

Beginning with the Sophist, the person of Socrates suddenly 
recedes far into the background.^ Now we no longer have a 
Socratic philosophy. We have already said that the purpose 
of Plato’s literary activity had changed. In reality Plato turned 
away firom Socrates in the Theaetetus.^ The task which Plato 
set for himself here and which he pursued more undeviatingly 
— ^viz.. What is Knowledge? — ^is different from that of the 
early dialogues; it indicates a new departure, a turn to purely 
theoretical considerations, whereas the early dialogues were 

1 See A. M. Adam, Sokrates ‘^quantum mutatus ab illo” Classic. 
Quarterly, 1918 (12), 121 ff. 

* We shall see later that the Philebus is only an apparent exception. 

* Compare below. Chapter II, 13. 
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concerned with explaining and defining practical concepts, 
such as the good, courage, temperance, justice. Then, too, the 
investigation of the epistemological concept knowledge already 
implies the indispensable supplement, that of defining the 
ontological concept reality or Being. In developing this con- 
cept in the Sophist^ which is a continuation of the Theaetetus^ 
Plato’s artistic sense, or if one prefers, his good taste and 
simple sense for truth, rebelled against giving the leading role 
in this dialogue to Socrates.^ 

We may then say that beginning with the Theaetetus we 
have Plato’s own thoughts. Up to the Theaetetus the content 
of the dialogues is predominantly of an ethical and practical 
nature. We may assume their basic content to be Socratic 
convictions. Only the development of the ideas and the con- 
clusions drawn from them are no longer Socratic; this is 
particularly true when Plato applies these ideas to individual, 
practical ends such as the organization of an ideal state as 
that is given in the Republic, These conclusions are the result 
of Plato’s independent thought. In a similar manner, we shall 
have to accept as Platonic the logical, psychological, and 
epistemological investigations on which the ethical proposi- 
tions are based and by means of which they are unified. This 
also applies to the doctrine of Ideas. 

A remarkable fact seems to favour the Socratic origin and 
nature of the doctrine of Ideas. This has not escaped the keen 
observation of Burnet and Taylor. In the effort to define and 
to determine the concept reality. Being (oi/, ouo-ta), the Sophist 
begins with the examination of a materialistic theory and with 
the diametrically opposed teachings of the “friends of the 
Ideas. This second position is characterized in words which 
strikingly resemble the description of the Ideas in the Phaedo^ 
the Symposium^ and the Republic, But since Plato refutes this 

^ It would have been ridiculous to let Socrates discourse on Being 
and Non-Being or on the two ways of measuring, as the leader of the 
conversation, a stranger from Elea, does in the Sophist and the States- 
man, Cf. p. i68 f. below. 

2 Compare Part II, Chapter I, 2 . 

c 
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exposition of the doctrine of Ideas almost as decidedly as he 
refutes the materiahstic hypothesis, and seeks instead to recon- 
cile the two positions, the whole position would seem to clear 
up if the following simple formula were applied: In the Republic 
and in the Phaedrus, which soon followed it, Plato was still 
essentially a Socratic and pursued the Socratic trend of thought. 
But henceforward, he elaborates his own thoughts indepen- 
dently. However, I beheve that the matter is not as simple 
as this. Definite proof cannot be given here. Only probability 
can be the goal aimed at. The degree of probability and the 
convincing clearness with which the nature and the develop- 
ment of Plato’s philosophy are set forth must decide as to the 
correctness of every interpretation. This also applies to my 
presentation when compared with those of others. 

After these introductory remarks, I shall give as best I can 
an exposition of Plato’s philosophy. 

3. I think it expedient to analyse the vast material in such 
a manner that I shall first consider the ethical principles which 
I can gather from the writings up to the Theaetetus, temporarily 
ignoring the pedagogical and political conclusions fotmd in the 
Republic. Then I shall give an exposition of the other ideas 
found in these dialogues. Finally, I shall take the dialogues 
of Plato’s old age (from the Parmenides on) and give an exposi- 
tion of his mature philosophy as expressed in these dialogues. 
The exposition will comprise the following chapters: Epis- 
temology and ontology; the philosophy of nature (cosmology, 
physics, anthropology); ethics and the philosophy of the state; 
and, finally, aesthetics and religion. 



PART ONE 


THE DIALOGUES 


PLATO’S YOUTH AND EARLY MANHOOD 

TO THE 

SECOND SICILIAN JOURNEY 

(367) 




THE ETHICAL CONTENT OF THE EARLY 
DIALOGUES 


I. First of all, we wish to discuss the ethical content of the 
early writings. We shall begin with the Lesser Hippias. The 
purpose of this peculiar dialogue is not easy to understand. 
In contrast to the other early dialogues which display Socrates’ 
ignorance and permit his every effort to determine the clear 
meaning of such practical and commonly used words as 
courage, piety, virtue, to fail, he makes very definite assertions 
here, which he obstinately defends to* the end. But as these 
propositions are doubtful, it is not easy to know to what extent 
we are to take them and their defence seriously. They nm as 
follows: Whoever is praised for being truthful, can also tell 
the biggest lies. Whoever deceives consciously and intentionally 
is a better man than he who falls unintentionally into error 
and falsehood. Voluntary and intentional activity is always 
better than involimtary activity, even if harm and wrong are 
done thereby. The average reader will, no doubt, agree with 
Hippias when he says: “It would be most unfortimate if those 
who do wrong volimtarily were better than those who do 
wrong involuntarily.” However, Hippias is not in a position to 
refute the arguments advanced in favour of this proposition. 
He has to admit that a nmner or a fighter who lets himself 
be beaten voluntarily by his competitor is a better runner or 
fighter than he who is defeated in spite of his efforts. An 
instrument with which I intentionally do a piece of work badly 
is better than one with which I could not execute it, even though 
I exerted my best effort. From this the questionable conclusion 
seems to follow that “He who voluntarily fails and volimtarily 
does wrong and disgraceful things^ is the good man.” Again 
the average reader will side with Hippias when he says, “No, 
^ Socrates adds, “If there be such a one.” 
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with that I cannot agree.” Whereupon Socrates also remarks, 
“Nor can I agree with it myself; and yet this conclusion 
necessarily follows from our assumptions.” 

We ask. What are these assumptions? 

In this dialogue, Socrates shares the conviction^ of the 
Sophists (and Plato agrees to this) that education makes a 
person good. This is only another way of saying that virtue 
consists in knowledge and that it can be taught. He is more 
certain of the thesis that education makes a person good than 
are those who are not so certain about the consequences of 
virtue. But since he gives more depth and inwardness to the 
concept of the good and the concept of virtue than do the 
Sophists, he understands something quite different by educa- 
tion, which is the condition of virtue, and by its corresponding 
knowledge. He is convinced that education does not consist in 
acquiring any kind of knowledge and skill, such as Hippias and 
other Sophists offered for sale, but rather that from the very 
beginning it has to be directed toward the goal of moral 
perfection. As soon as education is related to this goal of virtue, 
especially as virtue is understood by Socrates and Plato, the 
objection must disappear which, through a superficial under- 
standing, the sound moral consciousness must bring against 
the proposition: the more educated a man is or becomes, the 
better and more virtuous he will be. If a mis-step and a crime 
are considered in the customary manner as being a deviation 

^ It may be debatable whether this conviction is to be termed intel- 
lectualistic or not. One might apply it to the Sophists’ conception of 
education; but it hardly applies when moral perfection is regarded as 
the goal and standard of education and when education is defined 
in terms of the good, as Plato defines it in the later dialogues. Xeno- 
phon throws light on this when he says, “Socrates did not separate 
wisdom and temperance (aaxfipoavnp’)', instead he considered that 
individual wise and temperate who used his knowledge of the beautiful 
and the good and the objectionable to do the former and to avoid the 
latter.” And to the further question whether he considered those wise 
and temperate who knew what they ought to do but did the opposite, 
he replied, “No, most certainly not. They are rather imwise and 
intemperate.” To this the quotation in note i, p. 41 below is joined. 
Apomn., 3, 9, 4. 
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from what custom has set up as the norm, the possibility 
naturally arises that there can be a purposive deviation from 
this established norm and the following proposition is true: 
Whoever deviates purposely from the standard set is also able, 
if he so wills, to live in accordance with the standard; as a 
matter of fact he is able to fulfil all precepts better and more 
perfectly than he who vacillates uncertainly and only now and 
then haphazardly hits the mark. If, after a careful and inde- 
pendent examination, this prescribed norm proves to be wrong, 
then the breaking of the norm must be judged in a similar 
manner as Jesus judges (according to Cod. Cantabr.i Luke vi. 4) 
the man whom He saw working on the Sabbath: “Oh man, if 
you know what you are doing, you are blessed; but if you do 
not know, you are accursed and guilty.of the transgression of 
the laws.” On the contrary, no one would voluntarily deviate 
from the highest norm of action which has been set for him 
by education and insight, since no one harms himself volun- 
tarily. Thus, it is impossible that the fully educated, the wise 
man, should do wrong volimtarily. 

It is amusing to see how helpless Hippias seems and how, 
in spite of the fact that it was his greatest delight to harangue 
against the crushing force of custom and tradition and to 
praise the right of nature, he cannot defend himself against the 
uncanny conclusions which Socrates forces him to draw except 
by appealing to custom. Says he, “It is customary to forgive 
those who do wrong in ignorance. The laws also are known to 
be much more severe on volimtary wrongdoers and liars than 
on those who do wrong involuntarily.” However, it caimot be 
said that the main purpose of this dialogue is to make the vain 
Sophist appear ludicrous, although Plato with his youthful 
daring comes dangerously close to making him appear so. But 
the thoughtful reader^ will find a serious purpose behind his 

’ I say the thoughtful reader! But is such deep reflection to be 
expected from even the best of his fellow citizens? Must not the 
honest, average citizen feel deeply hurt by Socrates’ arguments? 
Must he not consider Socrates the worst pettifogger and twister 
of words, the worst of all Sophist babblers? Apelt makes a tempting 
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extravagant raillery. He is to realize that it is necessary to 
arrive independently at fundamental principles of morality, 
that in times of upheaval it is no longer sufficient to appeal to 
customary morality as an adequate standard for holding old 
values, that even the new ideals couched in beautiful language 
and advocated by the Sophists are inadequate, since they 
entirely lack careful deliberation and confirmation. 

2. In the Laches the question is asked. What is courage? It 
soon becomes evident that the definition that courage is 
endurance in battle is insufficient. The discussion leads to the 
more general concept of endurance; yet not all endurance is 
courageous. One might say that courage is reasonable endur- 
ance. But this definition needs further limitation; for after 
some examples are given, it again seems as if unreasonable 
endurance were courageous rather than endurance based on 
sound insight. (E.g., the untrained fighter needs more courage 
to enter a combat than does the trained one; and whoever has 
not learned how to dive must have more courage to dive into 
the water than the trained diver.) From another point of view, 
it might be said that courage consists in a sort of wisdom or 
knowledge, or, to be more exact, in the knowledge of what is 
to be feared and what is not to be feared. This definition is 
also inadequate, since what is to be feared falls under the 

suggestion when he says that the Greater Hippias^ which was written 
later, is to be regarded “as an explanatory and pacifying supplement” 
to the Lesser Hippias {Platon. Untersuchungen, pp. 222 f[.); thus the 
Greater Hippias would stand in the same relation to the Lesser Hippias 
as the second speech of Socrates in the Phaedrus stands to the first. 
Personally, I regard the following conclusions as most certain: Plato 
could not have written the Lesser Hippias after Socrates was accused 
of being a perverter of youth. Every time I read the Parmenides I 
have to marvel at the fluency with which Zeno assures us that he did 
not wish to make public the polemic treatise which he had written 
in a youthful mood and directed against those who contradicted his 
master. This can hardly be true, since he could scarcely have been 
brought to trial for it in Athens. The only explanation I can offer 
for this statement is that by it Plato wanted to excuse himself for an 
indiscretion. If this be true, this apology can only refer to the Lesser 
Hippias, 
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general concept of the bad and what is not to be feared under 
that of the good. These general concepts must be included in 
the definition. Yet as soon as courage is defined as knowledge 
of good and evil, it becomes evident that all difference is 
removed between courage and such other virtues as temperance, 
justice, piety. 

Plato leaves us in imcertainty, but not without hints as to 
how we may find our way out. If we make use of these hints, 
we arrive at the conclusion that every virtue consists in the 
certain knowledge of that which is good or bad for us. This 
proposition can only be true if we make the two assumptions 
which Plato makes in the Socratic sense. The first maintains 
that there is no action except that which is directed toward an 
end, the attainment of which appears to man as the best and 
the most conducive to his well-being.^ The second affirms that 
the greatest happiness of man consists in his God-likeness^ 
and in his moral commxmion with men. From this it naturally 
follows that whoever clearly understands “what makes for his 
peace of mind” can do no other than his duties toward God 
and his neighbour. With this the lines of demarcation which 
separate the different virtues disappear — or, at least, they lose 
their significance. Each virtue shows itself only in reasonable 
actions which are in accordance with man’s profound insight 
as to what is good and bad for him; these actions must be 
carried through against the temptation to act otherwise. In this 
sense each virtue is really reasonable endurance. 

And yet with all this, the nature of virtue has not been fully 
explained. In the backgroimd are questions which must yet 
be answered, to wit. In what must one endure? What is really 
the good? What is the bad? What makes for man’s peace and 
salvation so that it may become the unconditioned goal of his 
striving? What leads away from this goal? 

1 Xenophon expresses this concisely as follows: “I believe that all 
men choose among the different, possible courses of action that 
action from which they expect the greatest good.” Aportm. 3, 9, 4. 

2 o/toi(«crt? T(y Oem as the goal of human effort first appears in 
the Theaetetus (176b). 
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3. In the Protagoras the question is asked as to the meaning 
and content of the term “good,” and this means nothing less 
than the attempt, forced upon us by the difficulties into which 
the Hippias brought us, to give an independent and scientific 
basis of morality. Socrates at first advances the proposition 
that the good is that which is useful to man. The Sophist is 
not entirely satisfied with this answer; he wants to do away 
with limiting himself to man. Later, Socrates declares that the 
good is the pleasant, or that which gives pleasure; the bad is 
the unpleasant, the painful. The Sophist now wishes to limit 
the definition as follows : Only that pleasure is good which has 
a worthy and honourable motive or object. Socrates replies 
that this limitation only obscures matters. In so far as some- 
thing pleasant is joined to something disagreeable, it is neither 
praiseworthy nor good; but the experience of pleasure in and 
by itself is, nevertheless, good. Any indulgence not regarded 
as respectable but as disgraceful is criticized not because 
it arouses pleasure, but because the experience of pleasure 
is accompanied by disease, loss of wealth, or some other 
misfortune. These unpleasant or painful consequences or 
by-products are the sole reason for criticism. Conversely, 
experiences of pain (e.g., an operation) are considered as good 
and are recommended because pleasant and beneficial con- 
sequences follow upon them. By nature, the striving of each 
man is directed to the attainment of pleasure and the avoidance 
of pain, or, as it is put later, “it is humanly impossible that 
anyone should strive to do that which he knows to be evil, 
instead of striving to do the good, and if anyone is obliged to 
choose between two evils, he vnll never choose the greater 
instead of the lesser evil.”^ It is ludicrous to assert that 
frequently a man, led astray by the enticement of pleasures, 
chooses the bad, even though he clearly knows that it is bad 

' The proposition that no one chooses the bad receives further 
confirmation by the following conclusion: If fear is nothing but the 
anticipation of evil, it is impossible that any man should pursue 
that which he fears. The courageous man is not afraid of danger; 
that is why he overcomes it. 
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and that he could have avoided it; or that a man does not want 
to do the good which he recognizes, but instead is seduced by 
pleasure to act otherwise. The nonsense and the contradiction 
are readily recognized if the term “good” is replaced by the 
synonymous terms “pleasant,” “gratifying,” and if the term 
“bad” is replaced by “unpleasant,” “painful,” or if instead of 
“pleasant” we use the term “good” and instead of “unpleasant,” 
“bad.” One of the doubtful conditions could then be described 
as follows: A man does the bad which he recognizes as such, 
because he is overpovt^ered by the good which stimulates him 
to action. Or again, he does the impleasant and painful which 
he recognizes as such because he is overpowered by the 
stimulus of the pleasant. It is clear that if this is to designate 
a perverse action, the mistake could only be due to the fact 
that he who acts in this manner misjudged the quantity and 
quaUty of the conflicting, yet fundamentally the same, stimuli. 
This mistake is similar to that of comparing the size of a near 
object with that of a distant one. Because of an illusion, the 
wrong choice is made. Just as we need a measuring rod to 
avoid error in comparing size, so we need a standard of 
measurement for the comparison of the values which accompany 
the different actions open to us. And because men are not 
familiar with this standard of measurement, they fail through 
ignorance to make the right choice between that which produces 
pleasure and pain or between the good and the bad. What is 
commonly called the weakness of yielding to the enticements 
of pleasure is nothing but ignorance of the most fimdamental 
question of life.^ 

We can readily see that Socrates desires to make pleasure 
the criterion and standard of the good. Yet pleasure, or that 
which gives pleasure, i.e., the pleasant ('q8v)^ is not without 
modification to be put on the same plane with the good. On 
the contrary, the opinion of the expert is needed to weigh and 
determine the positive and negative aspects of pleasure and 
pain and to determine when the pleasures outbalance the pain 

^ dfxadia ^ [xeylarri. 
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and when they do not. Only the excess of pleasure is then to 
be regarded as good. w p 

One is in doubt whether this hedonistic doctrine^ gives the 
true position of Plato. In other dialogues,, e.g., the Gorgias, 
Plato vigorously attacks and decidedly rejects hedom^. Since 
there is not the faintest indication of another definition of the 
good, we cannot easily reject the conclusion that these answers 
of Socrates are in agreement with Plato’s conception of the 
good at the time he wrote the Protagoras, they do not, however, 
give a complete account of Plato’s view, and consequently do 
not arrive at the real basis of the matter. 

Later I shall show that Plato did not change his position 
materially even in his later years; he merely became more 
careful with his terminology. With reference to the pleasures 
and pains which follow upon a pleasure experience, I shall 
limi t myself for the present to the statement that the pleasant 
or pleasure, as a positive excess, is raised above that conception 
of pleasure which is subject to the fluctuation of the constantly 
changing sensations and which must end in nihilism.^ I think 
that when pleasure is thus defined, its meaning becomes 
identical with that concept which refers to the future and which 
defines the pleasant as “the useful for men,” so that the two 
Socratic definitions in the Protagoras really mean the same 
thin g, or rather that the second definition, whose content is 
supplied by our own sense experience, gives definite meaning 
to the first one, which was essentially formal. 

At the very be ginning of the dialogue, Socrates also raised 
the question whether virtue can be taught, since this seemed 
to be the assumption on which the whole activity of the Sophists 
was based. We do not arrive at a conclusion on this point. 

* Only recently A. E. Taylor stated that the assumption that funda- 
mentally the Protagoras taught the same hedonistic doctrine as did 
Bentham was a misconception which “makes the right understanding 
of its purpose wholly impossible” (Plato, London, 1929, p. 235). 
On page 260 the reason for this statement is given. 

“ As Theodorus logically developed it from the hedonism of 
Aristippus. 
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Protagoras does not want to admit that virtue consists in 
knowledge and that as such it must be teachable. At any rate, 
courage, which is so different from the other virtues, does not 
seem to depend on knowledge. Socrates, however, doubts 
whether virtue can be taught and in doing so he removes from 
his own definition the basis which he desired to give to it. 

But in spite of this Socrates thinks that he can prove that 
courage also consists in knowledge. The courageous man differs 
from the coward in that he shows no fear, and from the “dare- 
devil,” on the other hand, in that he shows no daring intrepidity 
(dare-deviltry). The reason for such fear or lack of daring is 
always ignorance. Therefore, the nature of fear is ignorance of 
what is to be feared and what is not to be feared; the nature 
of courage is correct knowledge of these things.^ 

4. The Charmides also assumes as self-evident that a virtue — 
the virtue here considered is temperance {au}<f>poavvr ]) — must 
be useful to the person who possesses it. Furthermore, we are 
told that this is only possible if virtue gives man knowledge of 
what is good and what is bad. From the discussions of the 
dialogue we also learn that good actions are the result of a 
knowledge of the good. I believe that by carefully considering 
some of the conclusions of the Charmides we arrive at the 
result that we are not to judge the external consequence of an 
action as moral, but rather the will alone. To be siure, only a 
hint of this insight is here given; its development is left to 
the reader. 

In this dialogue the epistemological (psychological) and 
logical investigations far outweigh the ethical. Nevertheless, 
much is gained thereby for the moral-practical concept temper- 
ance, as well as for every other virtue. They enable us to 
conclude that virtue, since its essence consists in knowledge. 

Compare with this deiinition Socrates’ behaviour during the trial. 
He knows that the sentence of the judges and the death which follows 
upon that sentence have no misfortune, no evil for him. This know- 
ledge makes him courageous. 
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must have a sound epistemological basis. If then we wish to 
state clearly what virtue is, it is necessary that descriptive ethics 
be completed by and based upon epistemology and psychology. 

5. We continue with the Euthyphro. Here, too, the discussion 
centres around a practical, a moral concept, viz., piety, or the 
correct behaviour toward the gods. The point of contention is 
whether a command of piety arises from the fact that the gods 
prescribe it, or whether the command of piety springs from 
and describes the inner nature of piety, which even the gods 
must approve and call good. In the discussion Socrates calls 
attention to the close relationship between justice and piety. 
The good behaviour of man toward man, which is pleasing to 
the gods, is also esseptial to piety. The duties which bind us 
to our fellow men can never be set aside by religious commands. 
Even religious traditions must be subjected to the critique of 
reason before they can become binding and valid for us. For 
the purpose of clarifying the concept of piety, we not only 
have the conversation between Socrates and Euthyphro but 
also the excellent contrast between the two personalities. 
Socrates and Euthyphro meet in the porch of the hall of justice 
in which the cases which relate to religion and the cultus are 
tried. Euthyphro, the augur, has come to prosecute his father, 
who through negligence caused the death of a slave; Socrates 
has come to defend himself against the charges of impiety 
which Meletus has brought against him. In a talkative manner 
and with an air of importance, proud of his knowledge of the 
most extraordinary secrets of the gods, secrets which repel the 
finest human sentiments, Euthyphro informs Socrates of his 
purpose. Socrates, thereupon, asks him whether he is absolutely 
certain that he is not committing an outrage against the divine 
order of things. In an excellent discussion, G. Schneider has 
compared the two characters of the dialogue with the patriarch 
and the monk in Lessing’s Nathan der Weise. This dialogue, 
like Lessing’s drama, forcefully contrasts the two personalities 
and their attitude toward religion. The one is a genuinely pious 
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and simple man, who in his pure piety cannot be hard and 
brusque toward his fellow men; the other is a zealous and blind 
fanatic who, with all his ritual correctness and readiness to 
repeat dogmas offensive to reason and the most refined 
emotions, atrociously violates the yet unwritten laws of morahty. 
There can scarcely be any doubt in the reader’s mind as to 
which of the two men is truly pious and pleasing to the gods. 

6. In the Apology Plato makes Socrates give utterance to the 
following ethical principles: A righteous man is not afraid of 
death, but only asks whether what he does is right or wrong. 
“Whatever post a man takes either volimtarily, because he 
considers it best, or in obedience to the command of his 
superior, there he must remain and face danger, without 
thinking of death or anything else, except disgrace.” Were I to 
fear death, I would give proof thereby that I do not believe in 
the gods. Men are afraid of death because they imagine that 
it is the greatest evil. I do not pretend to know anything 
definite about the conditions in Hades, “but I do know that 
wrongdoing and disobedience to superiors, whether they be 
gods or men, is base and a disgrace.” I shall always fear and 
avoid this ; but I am not afraid of the unknown. I am determined 
to carry on my work even though I should have to suffer death 
many times. If you put me to death, you will not harm me 
but yourselves. “For I believe that the world is so constituted 
that the good man can suffer no harm from the bad one.” 
Death, exile, the taking away of civic rights is no real evil; 
but an unjust sentence is an evil. If I were to attempt to appeal 
to your emotions and thus cause you to forget your oath, I 
would thereby teach you to deny the gods and would thus 
justify the accusation that I do not beheve in them. Since I do 
not wish to harm anyone, I cannot wrong myself. It is 
impossible for me to hve otherwise than I have hved. To do 
so would be disobedience to God and the abandonment of the 
real content and meaning of my life. That I do not defend 
myself any better is due not to a lack of oratorical abihty, but 
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rather to a lack of shamelessness and flattering self-debasement 
which you demand as the customary tribute. However, I dc 
not regret my action. I would rather die with a clear conscienct 
than live with a bad one. “It is not difficult to run away froir 
death; it is more difiicult to run away from evil, for it runs 
faster than death.” “No evil can befall a good man, either in 
life or in death; nor will the gods forsake him.”^ 

7. The Crito has the following contribution to make to our 
present subject matter : We are not to consult the unenlightened 
mass of humanity as to what is just or imjust, what is good 
and beautiful or their opposites, but rather the few enlightened 
experts. The mass of humanity is incapable of deciding between 
the good and the bad, and it can make an individual neither 
prudent nor imprudent. From all the deliberations which 
Socrates carried on with his friends during his long life, the 
following conviction became evident to them: To do wrong, 
or what is the same, to harm another is never good nor 
praiseworthy. Under all circumstances, therefore, a man is to 
refrain from wrongdoing regardless of the external consequences 
of his actions; and under no conditions is a suffered wrong to 
be retaliated. Socrates very well knows that on this point the 
opinion of the many is the exact opposite. He also knows that 
those who differ on this matter cannot understand each other 
and can never achieve anything in common. “They must of 
necessity look with contempt on each others’ beliefs.” A 
citizen owes respect and obedience to his state as a mark of 
gratitude for the immeasurable benefits which he has received 
from the very begiiming of his life, because law and order 
prevailed. One’s country is more sacred than one’s parents; 
rebellion against its ordinances is worse than disobedience to 
one’s father and mother. Just as, in the crisis of war, each 
individual must give his life for the existence of his country, 
so each must bear what the state imposes upon him by its laws 

‘ This unshakable optimism throws its transfiguring light over all 
ethical principles thus far advanced. 
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and its courts. For whoever interferes with the execution of 
the laws by escaping their penalty undermines the existence of 
the state itself. Citizens are allowed peacefully to approve or 
to object to undesirable measures and to keep them from 
becoming laws or to have the laws changed; but at no time 
may they manifest overt insubordination. He who does this is 
guilty of disloyalty. By remaining in the state in which he grew 
up and from which he could have migrated at any time, the 
individual citizen silently pledges his loyalty to the state and 
acknowledges the duties which the state imposes on its 
citizens. 

8. The dialogue Gorgias, in length equal to two or three of 
those already considered, is almost wholly ethical in content. 
It is in order at this point, therefore, to sketch the entire 
development of its arguments. 

The logomachy which at the beginning takes place between 
Socrates and Gorgias arises from the question about the 
meaning and purpose of the art of rhetoric of which Gorgias 
claims to be a master. He assures us that rhetoric is concerned 
with the most important matters of life. Its purpose is 
persuasion and particularly persuasion as to what is just and 
imjust. It is sufficient for the orator that his audience believe' 
his words. Knowledge is not demanded; it is not even necessary 
for the speaker. If the orator wished, he could even without 
such knowledge outwit those among the mass who really know 
and are experts in their field. But that wotild not be justifiable. 
Wherever such an abuse occurs, rhetoric is not to be blamed 
for it. 

Socrates replies : Can it be that the orator has no need of a 
knowledge of what is good and just, etc.? Can it be that the 
teacher of rhetoric will not consider it his duty to give instruction 
about what is good and just to base and unjust individuals who 
come to him? Will he simply teach them the skill of exercising 
his art and so arouse the belief among the common people that 
the orators know their subject? Gorgias replies that this is not 

D 
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true; that in matters of rhetoric the orator must have real 
knowledge. 

Socrates answers that the orator must then be a just man. 
And the possibility of the misuse of the art of which Gorgias 
spoke would be an impossibility. 

At this point, Polus, the pupil of Gorgias, takes up the 
argument. He expects to dispose very quickly of the individual 
who makes such assertions and who can hardly entertain them 
seriously. Consequently, he demands further explanations from 
Socrates. First of all, so as to be on a firm basis, he wants 
Socrates to admit that rhetoric gives its adherents the greatest 
power, since they can have their opponents exiled, killed, or 
their property confiscated. To his surprise, Socrates contradicts 
him immediately. If the advantage means the mere possession 
of power and if this is supposedly a good, then the assertion is 
fundamentally wrong. No doubt, the skilled orator will attain 
such results and thus accomplish what he considers to be good 
(for himself); but what is really good (for him) he does not 
achieve at all. Yet this is the real end of his desire; but the very 
thing which he really desires he does not attain. By the use of 
his art he does not achieve happiness but unhappiness. 

Socrates continues that fundamentally this is the general 
conception, although influential individuals and the crowd 
contradict it. To do wrong is generally considered to be more 
disgraceful and hideous than to suffer wrong — even Polus 
agrees to this. If one inquires into the real meaning of the 
words “disgraceful” or “evil,” one finds that they mean 
whatever causes pain or does harm; whereas the beautiful, 
approved by popular opinion, is something which brings either 
gain or joy, i.e., produces pleasure, or both. In comparing two 
things, the one which brings more pleasure or gain is considered 
more beautiful, the one which produces more pain or does 
more harm or evil is considered uglier. If wrongdoing is more 
disgraceful or more evil than the suffering of wrong, it must 
also do more harm. (Certainly pain is more apt to be connected 
with the suffermg of wrong.) Thus the doing of wrong would 
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not only be more disgraceful, but since it is more harmful, it 
would also be more evil. If a man has committed a wrong, no 
better thing can befall him than that he also suffer punishment 
for this wrong. Whenever we call a punishment just, we 
approve it. The reason for this approval must again be that 
the punishment is pleasant — which no one would affirm — or 
that it is beneficial, salutary. To suffer a deserved punishment 
if it is properly administered means deliverance from the 
greatest evil. If rhetoric keeps him who has done wrong from 
being punished, it brings him only harm. 

With that Polus is disposed of. But Callicles, a clearer thinker 
and a more dangerous opponent, takes up the argument with 
Socrates. He honestly reveals the deep-seated causes of Polus’ 
secretly cherished convictions. In the argument, two conflicting 
philosophies of life are dramatically defended. The one is that 
of the ordinary, practical politician trained in the art of rhetoric; 
the other is that of the theoretical man, lost in philosophic 
studies, who would like to reconstruct the world according to 
his theories but who meets only the greatest mistrust and 
almost complete rejection. Callicles argues: It should never 
have been admitted that the doing of wrong is more disgraceful 
than the suffering of wrong. It is true that this is the traditional 
position and that on it are based the accepted standards of 
right and wrong. However, by nature, the suffering of wrong 
is not only bad but disgraceful; it is slave-like and is unworthy 
of an honest man. Natmal right (that “might makes right”) is 
the right of the strong. His law is that the stronger shall rule 
over the weaker; the more able is to be preferred to the less 
able. Whoever enforces this law is a courageous man. Socrates 
objects that if the weak were to combine and by their combined 
strength impose their will on the strong man, this too would 
be in accordance with nature, and custom would thereby be 
set aside, Callicles refutes this objection by saying that he is 
really concerned with the rule of the intellectually superior, 
that these are the bom rulers and are to be preferred to the 
others. Socrates replies that these would really be experts. If 
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we may conclude from the experts of any manual art, it follows 
that they themselves do not ask any special privilege at the 
expense of others; they only ask what really belongs to them. 
To this Calhcles once more emphatically replies that the rule 
over the weaker, for which rhetoric trains the politician, is 
really in accordance with nature and is therefore, in spite of 
the cowardly admonition not to use force, the right and just 
goal toward which every able man should strive. If philosophy 
teaches the contrary, it teaches a slave morality which is of no 
use to the born ruler. 

Unexpectedly Socrates now asks the question: Is it within 
the very order of, and demanded by, nature that those privileged 
individuals who are destined to rule over others must also rule 
themselves? Scornfully Callicles replies: For the strong and 
able man there is nothing more disgraceful and evil than 
self-control or temperance and justice, which are praised so 
highly by the weak and by hypocrites. No, to revel in 
unrestrained and unchecked freedom is true virtue and 
happiness. “Everything else is a mere bauble, customs of 
man contrary to nature, nonsensical talk without any value 
whatever.” 

Socrates begins anew; this time from another angle. Pleasure 
is to be identified with the good. We notice, however, that 
pleasure and the good stand in different relations to their 
opposites, pain and evil. Pleasure arises from the satisfaction 
of a desire born of pain. It lasts only as long as the pain. Thus 
pleasure and pain exist together. The good, on the contrary, 
cannot exist with the evil, nor well-being with non-well-being; 
in short, they exclude each other. Furthermore, if good were 
identical with pleasant, bad identical with unpleasant, then the 
greater the pleasure is which a man experiences, the better he 
would be; the greater his grief and displeasure, the worse 
he would be. The courageous man, whom Calhcles himself 
considers to be better than the coward, without doubt, experi- 
ences displeasure when the expected battle does not materialize; 
whereas the coward rejoices over it. 



ETHICAL CONTENT OF EARLY DIALOGUES 53 

Even Callides cannot refute the force of this illustration. 
He now declares: Certainly one has to distinguish between the 
better and the worse pleasures, and when he spoke of pleasures 
he always meant the better pleasures. However, he makes the 
same admission which Polus had to make, namely, that it is 
not the pleasure in itself which is of value, but rather that 
everything is to be judged from the point of view of the useful 
or the good. One can be mistaken in this evaluation; this is 
not a matter for the second-best individual but for the expert. 
It is, therefore, of the greatest importance to possess correct 
knowledge of the good; because of its importance for the whole 
conduct of life, the meaning of the words “good” and “bad” 
requires the most serious reflection. On the contrary, there is 
no value in knowing what is merely pleasant, since it is only 
an imitation of the good. Philosophy tries to attain correct 
knowledge of the good; rhetoric takes the merely pleasant as 
its guiding principle. 

The good is the end of action ; whereas the pleasant is a mere 
means for the attainment of the good, not vice versa. Every 
art, including that of ruling, i.e., statecraft, must ask the 
question whether it aims at the good and produces it or aims 
at illusory pleasures. Examples from the trades show that a 
man can best show his skill and fulfil his task if he has a 
definite end in view and if this end guides his whole activity. 
Whatever an individual achieves in this realm by his art is 
good and useful in that it receives a imified, harmonious form 
and order which correspond to this purpose. Order, then, 
constitutes goodness; whereas the lack of it, or disorder, 
constitutes badness. Wherever the natural order of things is 
disturbed, it must, whenever possible, be restored. 

Just as a thing is good in proportion to the order which 
essentially belongs to it, so the human soul is good; the ordered 
soul is better than the disordered one. It is at one and the 
same time wise, temperate, just, pious, and courageous; that 
is to say, it is perfectly good; and because of this, it is happy. 
The opposite is true of the unwise, imdisciplined, bad soul. 
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Therefore, whoever wishes to be happy must strive for 
temperate prudence and while practising it must control 
himself. Should he ever fall into license and realize that he 
needs corrective discipline, he must bring it about for himself; 
he must do the same for his household and for his country. 
The undisciplined man is friendless and in his badness is 
forsaken by the gods. If it is true that justice and temperate 
prudence constitute happiness and that their opposites con- 
stitute unhappiness, then it follows that all the other conten- 
tions are true which were advanced above and which Callicles 
thought must be rescinded, especially the proposition that the 
doing of wrong is worse than the suffering of wrong. 

Striving for political power brings with it the temptation to 
do wrong. This could only be justified in accordance with 
Callicles’ proposal if the mere possession of life were the 
highest human good. Then also rhetoric, which may be used 
as a means to stave off the judgment of death in the courtroom, 
would have great value, although it would be of less value than 
the art of the engineer who, by his machinery of defence, can 
save the population of entire cities. 

Once more the two conflicting philosophies of life are 
characterized. For one group pleasure is the guiding principle 
in life; for the other group it is the good which can only be 
attained by fighting pleasure. Socrates believes that he must 
hold to the latter position. If Callicles wishes to convert him 
to the other viewpoint by admonishing him to pursue a political 
career in accordance with his (CaUicles’) tastes, then Callicles 
must show himself an expert in this field. He is to tell from 
what famous master he learned his art and is to show that by 
practising it he has made some Athenian better, i.e., morally 
better and more prudent. That is the real task of the politician. 
The men whom Callicles holds up as great politicians in 
Athenian history would, indeed, when measured by this 
standard, appear very small; for they all neglected the most 
important task of the statesman. They flattered the populace 
and acted in accordance with its whims instead of restraining 
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them; they did not improve the people but only spoiled them. 
When the consequences of their actions were turned upon 
them by the conduct of the people, they had no reason to 
complain of ingratitude. Most assuredly, he who practises true 
politics, as perhaps Socrates alone is now doing, may expect 
persecution and death as his reward. But this is not important. 
Only the fool and the coward fear death and Hades; but it is 
the greatest and most terrible of aU misfortunes if the soul 
laden with great guilt has to enter Hades. 

The dialogue ends with a solemn, sermon-like discourse, the 
greater part of which is taken up with the mythical description 
of the last judgment and of future retribution. 

From the deep emotional tone which pervades the whole 
dialogue and which in parts reaches the. height of passion, we 
can see how greatly the author is personally interested in the 
ideas which his characters discuss. We do not have merely a 
dramatic account of the ethical position of the deceased master; 
it is rather a personal confession of the mature philosopher 
who, in a critical moment — I am tempted to say at the 
crossroads of his life — is forced to make grave decisions, fully 
conscious of his responsibility for them. The question is. Shall 
he accept the proposals of the party-politicians who promise 
him power and influence and who recommend the use of the 
deceptive art of rhetoric as a means to this power, or shall he 
remain loyal to his old teacher, Socrates? He chooses the latter 
at all costs. 

It is difficult to determine definitely the time during which 
the Gorgias was written. I should hke to place it in the year 390,^ 
but there are some striking characteristics which favour the 
conclusion that the dialogue could not have received its final 
form until after Plato’s Italian-Sicilian journey. The Seventh 
Letter informs us that even before this journey the almost 
forty-year-old Plato, who since his youth had had the desire to 
be faithful to the family tradition to be active in the politics of 
his city, had now become more and more indifferent to politics. 

^ Cf. Platon, I, p. 95. 
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Finally, the observation of the gradual deterioration of the 
conditions in the entire Hellenic world determined him to 
renounce politics completely. “When I considered the political 
events and the men who shaped them, as well as the laws and 
the moral conditions, it seemed to me that the older I grew 
and the keener my insight became, the more difficult it appeared 
that I could ever achieve success as a practical politician.” 
He continues : After having waited in vain for a long time for 
a favourable opportvmity to participate personally in politics, 
“I arrived at the conviction concerning all present states that 
they are in a sad plight. Their laws are almost tmimprovably 
bad and only a miracle could bring about their betterment.” 
In this mood Plato undertook his first journey to Italy and 
Sicily. This is also the mood in which the Gorgias was written. 
If, in this connection, we remember that evidently the old 
acquaintances and the good friends of Plato tried to win the 
talented young aristocrat for their plans and zealously 
encouraged him, much as Callicles did Socrates in this dialogue, 
then there can be no doubt that the Gorgias is Plato’s solemn 
refusal to them. It says: I cannot go with you. It is impossible 
for us to work together profitably. Our ideals are too different. 
I have examined my way of life and have foimd it to be the 
right one; it is the one shown me by God. I shall not forsake it. 
Now it is your duty to examine your way and its goal. I can 
scarcely hope that you will do it seriously, but if you should, 
you would have to say: “The life which we lead is totally 
perverted.”^ 

But we must not be detained too long with personal matters. 
How is it with the ethical principles? How are they related to 
the ethical ideas developed in the earher dialogues, which we 
regarded as being essentially Socratic? 

We must now discuss the relationship of these ideas to the 

* Callicles characterizes the impression which the argument between 
Socrates and Polus made on him by these words: “If Socrates is 
right, then the life which we lead is totally perverted.” Socrates 
replies, “So it really is,” 
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Protagoras. One might say that Callicles’ doctrine of pleasure, 
which Socrates most decidedly rejected, is after all no different 
from the position which Socrates advances in the Protagoras. 
However, a more careful examination does not substantiate 
this.^ What Socrates here without exception decidedly rejects 
is merely the position which places the good on the same plane 
with pleasure. After Callicles himself has changed his definition 
so as to call only the higher pleasures good, Socrates raises no 
objection but adds that only the expert can distinguish between 
good and bad pleasures. The useful or the harmful which 
accompanies the pleasure experience is set up as the criterion 
for this distinction. Thus it seems that the useful is again 
identified with the good, an identification which Socrates 
attempted in the Protagoras. The appfeal to the expert has 
perhaps the same meaning as the declaration in the Protagoras 
that conflicting sensations of pleasure and pain, which may 
accompany each other or which may only be related through 
a common cause, must be measured by an adequate standard 
according to which the excess of pleasure is considered good 
and the excess of pain, bad. Whether this is also the position 
of the Gorgias will be determined in our discussion of the 
ethical problems of the later dialogues. 

It is at all times well to observe that ethics can be treated 
from three different points of view: as the doctrine of duties, 
as the doctrine of virtue, and as the doctrine of goods. The man 
in simple cultural conditions will at various times make use of 
the three points of view as standards of morality without any 
serious conflict. He who, in his relationship to his fellow men 
and the gods, observes the existing customs is praised, respected, 
and honoured and is considered good; whereas he who does 
not observe but breaks them is despised, disciplined, and 
considered bad. In such a condition the individual member of 

' Therefore, all conclusions based on this assumption are false and 
I need no longer be concerned with them. Only Aristippus’ doctrine 
of pleasure seems to agree with that of Callicles. (Cf. above, p. 44, 
note 2, and p. 62). 
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society observes that obedience to law brings him gain; whereas 
the transgression of customs and law brings him harm. The 
individual who obeys customs and law is happy and contented. 
In this narrow, cultural condition where the individual is still 
subordinated to the group, and where there seems to be an 
indissoluble union between what custom prescribes and religion 
sanctions, i.e., between what is externally useful and what 
satisfies our innermost longing, the three concepts of what is 
in accordance with custom, of what is useful, and of what is 
strictly moral are interchangeable concepts — at any rate, they 
are concerned with the same thing. This was also true of Athens 
up to the time of the Persian wars. From then on the contact 
with other towns and peoples, which was more frequent, more 
intimate, and more Varied, and the revolutionizing of the 
economic life brought forth that spiritual ferment which we 
call sophistry. Now scepticism and individualistic theories 
separate what custom prescribes in the name of the group from 
what the individual desires. On this level of human develop- 
ment, the dortrine of duties prescribes for an individual 
something totally different from the enticements which the 
doctrine of goods sets up, or from what the individual, after 
rational reflection, considers to be good. Socrates and Plato 
exert every effort to close the breach which has appeared 
between the conception of duty and that of virtue and the 
striving for happiness. They are convinced that virtue and 
happiness coincide, and from this standpoint they again give 
virtue and happiness the close relationship which they originally 
had in the popular mind, but which was gradually shaken by 
the individual losing his group-consciousness and by the ques- 
tioning of sceptical philosophic reflection. We may go beyond 
the admission of Polus that whoever acts justly (i.e., virtuously) 
deserves praise, whereas the opposite action is blameworthy, 
and we may say that virtue is its own reward. The divided 
opinion about the good is once more unified; for, what benefits, 
what is useful to me (the hedonistic good) is moral (or morally 
good). If that is the case, then no one can refute our duty to 
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do the good. For the duties of morally good actions imposed 
on men have no other purpose than that they give them the 
greatest satisfaction and assure their happiness. If anyone has 
the selfish desire to go contrary to such a command, it may be 
allayed by the thought that only irrationality and narrowness 
of mind are responsible for it. The individual who has clear 
and distinct knowledge no longer considers a duty as an 
externally imposed demand. As an expert, he is at all times 
prepared in advance to do whatever duty imposes. For him 
who allows himself to be guided’^ willingly by Pepromene 
because he “has made God’s will his will,” there is no moral 
heteronomy but only moral autonomy. But he may also regard 
that as “duty” which has to be imposed on imwilling, 
obstreperous individuals, so that it may be imiversally fulfilled. 
Between the dialogues Protagoras and Gorgias there is a 
great diflference in expression and in the use of words. In the 
Protagoras the words “pleasant” and “pleasure-giving” ^ 
included everything which in any way furthered human 
existence; they included everything which we designate as 
“valuable,” especially the purely spiritual; in short, they 
included everything which calls forth aesthetic and moral 
judgments in him who passes judgment. In the Gorgias these 
words are limited to the popularly accepted usage and have a 
double meaning — they signify the strongest and therefore the 
most desired sense stimuli; they also signify the desire for 
honour and power. In thus limiting the meaning of these words 
it follows that pleasure must be wholly condemned. This t3rpe 
of hedonism is the exact opposite of the moral conviction and 
purpose of Plato, as well as of Socrates. However, if we observe 
that Plato abandoned this arbitrary restriction in later dialogues, 
such as the Republic and the Philebus, we must inquire why he 
makes an exception and accepts this limitation in the Gorgias. 
The reason for this I take to be that he must have noticed that 
the ethical principles which he made Socrates express in the 
Protagoras had been greatly misunderstood. In fact, the manner 
* Cleanthes frg., 527 , Arnim. * ^< 5 omj. 
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in which he had characterized his master was little suited to 
correct the wrong notions which the mass of his Athenian 
readers had formed as to the dangerousness of this man.^ 
The Gorgias attempts to correct these notions most emphatically 
by sketching Socrates’ whole conception of life and contrasting 
it with that of the ordinary men of affairs, the conscienceless 
babblers and political aspirants.** In order to bring out this 
contrast clearly, he makes use of the ordinary mode of 
expression. 

Thus I believe I have proved that the supposed contradiction 
does not exist in the ethical doctrines of the Protagoras and 
the Gorgias, the latter dialogue did not appear until Plato 
had passed through more than ten years of rich and varied 
experience. But we must not overlook the fact that certain 
things which are peculiar to the Gorgias are lacking in the 
Protagoras. I refer to the expositions about the definite nature 
and the inner order which a thing must have to be good; I also 
refer to the application of the ethical principles to politics. 

Briefly, the following may be said on these points: If a thing, 
which has been produced by a human being, is good because 
it was produced in accordance with a purpose and that therefore 
its composition (i.e., the relationship of its parts) is in full 
accord with this purpose, then this definition is not in agree- 
ment with pleasure and pain, nor with the pleasant and the 
paioful; one is more apt to find it related to the concept of the 
useful. For whatever can serve as a means to an end is for that 
reason useful, and whatever interferes with this end is harmful. 
However, the purpose by which the useful and the harmful 
are determined stands (as a good) above the useful and is not 
to be identified with it. Therefore, one can say that we have 
here a determining of the concept of the good; this definition 

^ Because of this the Protagoras must have been written at the same 
time as the Lesser Hippias (cf. note i, p. 39) when no one, as yet, 
thought of bringing a serious charge against Socrates. 

* This can readily be brought into harmony with the main purpose 
of the dialogue: Plato’s personal pledge to the faith and ideals of 
Socrates and the rejection of the proposals of his ambitious friends. 
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ascribes a peculiar value to the good, makes it independent of 
pleasure and raises it above the useful. But we must remember 
that “purpose” has no meaning except as a purpose of a willing 
being who makes it the end of his action. Such purposes may 
contradict each other. For example, one individual’s purpose 
is to dam up water, another’s purpose is to make the water 
flow more rapidly. Callicles sets before himself the purpose of 
satisfying the constantly changing pleasures, while Socrates 
has a totally different purpose. If we make purpose the standard 
for determining the good, we are also threatened by the danger 
of relativism and nihilism unless there is a highest purpose 
which is valid for all mankind, in the pursuit and attainment 
of which individuals do not hinder but aid each other. Should 
we succeed in finding such a purpose, \^e should once more 
have to ask how pleasure and pain are related to it. For the 
present, since the Gorgias gives us no hint on this point, we 
shall be satisfied with the knowledge that we have indicated a 
difficult problem. 

We shall defer our discussion of the political ideas of these 
dialogues until we can consider them in a larger context. And 
so we shall at last proceed to discuss other dialogues. ✓ 

9. The Greater Hippias, which investigates the concept of the 
beautiful, the pleasing (KaAw), also makes a not insignificant 
contribution toward the solution of the fundamental, ethical 
problem. Socrates wants to put the beautiful on the same plane 
with the useful; however, he immediately raises the objection 
that the concept of the useful or beneficial is always directed 
toward an end outside itself, and that this end cannot be 
anything else but the good.^ Thus the good and the beautiful 
would not be identical but separate, just as end and means are 
separate; however, this is a false conception of their relation- 

* This position does not contradict that of Protagoras. It is merely 
to remind us, as was done in the Protagoras, Laches, and Charmdes, 
that a highest standard is essential for making a judgment about 
anything. 
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ship. But even this hint does not give us a complete explanation 
of the matter.^ 

10 . In the Euthydemus Socrates shows that it is the way a thing 
is used which determines whether it is good or bad for us; 
even spiritual merits, such as coiurage and inherent stability of 
being, can become evil through misuse. The only unconditioned 
good is the insight into what is beneficial for us, since it guides 
us in the right use of our abilities and assures us of our 
possessions. The only evil is incorrigible, vain conceit, and 
intellectual indolence. The same thought is once more expressed 
in the Metio, which repeats the proposition that every man 
desires the good. In a casual remark, the Cratylus infers from 
the sceptical and subjective propositions of the Sophists that 
no normative ethics can exist side by side with them, and that 
we are not justified in making a distinction between good and 
bad men. This is only the negatively critical reverse of a 
doctrine which must be supplemented by the Protagoras and 
the Greater Hippias, viz., that the good which we seek must be 
real,^ i.e., its concept does not originate merely in subjective 
fantasy. If the theories of the Sophists are true, it has no 
objective reality. Every effort to discover a tangible and logical 
concept of the good would be useless — or, as the Sophists 
contend, it would merely be an idiosyncrasy which constrains 
individuals to differentiate between truth and error. They are 
no more justified in making this differentiation than are those 
who do not recognize it. The only guide left us for determining 
what is good are the ever-changing sensations of pleasure, which 
produce a good which appears differentfrom moment to moment. 

11. From the Menexenus, which is essentially a parody but 

* I cannot, at this point, go into greater detail about this dialogue, 
whose genuineness I, together with other critics, doubted for a long 
time. A complete understanding of the Greater Hippias has been given 
us in an article by Apelt, to whom I referred on p. 39, note i. 

• The Protagoras expresses it by ■npdynd xl (3300); the Hippias by 
SvTi (287c); cf. p. too f. 
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which also contains a serious section, we may cull a few 
beautifiU moral maxims. “Without virtue every possession and 
pursuit are disgraceful and bad. All knowledge which renounces 
justice and all other virtues is clever trickery (cunning^) and 
not wisdom.” Be assiured that “to a man who has any self- 
respect nothing is more disgraceful than to be honoured, not 
for his own sake but on account of the reputation of his 
ancestors. The honour inherited from one’s parents is a 
beautiful and precious treasure; but it is dishonourable and 
unmanly to use up an inheritance, whether that be of possessions 
or of honour, instead of bequeathing it to one’s posterity. 
That man who has within himself all, or almost all, conditions 
for his happiness and who does not depend on others, so that 
he is not moved by the vicissitudes of their fortune, is best 
equipped for life. He is the temperate, the courageous, and the 
wise man. When his riches come and go, when his children 
are given and taken away, he will show no excess, either in joy 
or in grief, because he is self-reliant.” 

12. The Lysis leads us far into the difficulties of deter minin g 
the good, which Socrates is constantly trying to imderstand. 
I shall, therefore, give the complete development of its thought. 

Expert knowledge alone entitles one to dispose of a matter. 
Even strangers subordinate themselves to the knowledge of the 
expert, because they believe they benefit by it. Friendship and 
love are rooted in the expectation of deriving profit from the 
friend or the beloved. But this does not yet explain the 
relationship which exists between friends. If one wishes to 
understand it completely and if one considers the language 
employed and examines one’s own experience, one can see 
that friendship catmot come into being through a one-sided 
behaviour, either active or passive, of an individual who might 
be thought of as being the friend of another. Nor can friendship 
spring from a similarity of natures. The closer the bad man 
comes to another bad man, the more enmity will arise between 
1 navovpyla, cf. p. 311, note i. 
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them, since the one fears evil from the other. It is true that 
the evil man does not remain like himself and cannot therefore 
resemble another. We may then venture the proposition that 
the good are friends of the good. But against this contention 
it must be said that the good man is self-sufficient, and therefore 
does not need completion through another. Rather it would 
seem that opposites supplement each other. Yet friend and foe, 
the just and the unjust, the good and the bad cannot be friends 
and find completion in each other. And if the good cannot be 
friend of the good and the bad cannot be friend of the bad, a 
third type which hes between these two and which is neither 
good nor bad must be considered. This intermediate type is 
friend of the good because of the evil which chngs to it 
externally and from which it wants to be freed. Thus a man 
loves medicine because of his illness; the ignorant man strives 
for knowledge because he is conscious of his ignorance. From 
this we see that the lover has an end in view, the reahzation 
of which means for him the attainment of a denied good. 
Whatever he loves, e.g., medical art or learning, is therefore a 
means to an end. But the purpose itself is only loved and 
sought for a higher purpose. Health and expert knowledge are 
not unconditioned, highest ends. There must be a highest 
purpose, a first and imconditioned thing worthy of love^ on 
account of which all other things which we love are dear to us, 
because they seem to image this highest purpose. Here again 
an objection may be raised: This highest good is of no value 
since it does not serve as a means to another purpose. In and 
by itself, it seems to be useless. It also seems that those who 
were threatened by or suffered from evil pursued the good 
merely because they were suffering from evil. And so the 
highest good, the highest purpose, would again be conditioned 
by its opposite, evil. Yet the following reflection will perhaps 
remove the difficulty; Whatever is dear to us is an object of 
our desires. The satisfaction of our desires can be either 
beneficial or harmful, or neither. If one imagines that the 

^ TTpcorov </flAov. 
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harmful, the bad, is no longer present, desire still remains and 
this desire, which is neither good nor bad, is directed on an 
object which is dear to it. Thus it is not the evil which is the 
cause of love, but desire. But we shall always desire whatever 
we need, whatever we are momentarily in want and deprived 
of, but which really belongs to us and is akin to us.^ At least 
so it seems. But in the end new doubts find expression. It will 
be difficult to differentiate the related and the similar, and thus 
to escape the old difficulties which arose from trying to explain 
love as being the attraction of like to like. Or if we successfully 
escape this danger, we are again led to the position that only 
the good is friend of the good and loved by it. But this position 
also could not be maintained. 

What is said here about friendship may be briefly summarized 
as follows: Friendship is a concept of a relation; the word 
designates a reciprocal relationship. At its basis there is on 
both sides a need which leads one friend to another. Men are 
indeed disposed toward the good, but they are nevertheless 
subject to errors, privations, and imperfections from which 
they desire to be free if their good predisposition has not been 
entirely destroyed by these defects. To this end any man can 
be of service to other men, provided that his virtue is based on 
expert knowledge and is superior to theirs. In such a person 
they will see their natural friend and he will gladly help them, 
since he as man also needs completion through others and in 
turn finds in them much that he lacks. So they approach each 
other, being alike in their striving for perfection, and unlike in 
that each one looks for and finds what he lacks in the other. 
About the good, we learn that it is the object of man’s natural 
desires. It is the highest purpose which cannot be subordinated 
as a means to another end; but in itself it has an unconditioned 
value. ^ Everything which we ordinarily call good, and which 
we desire to possess as a good, derives its charm from it. In 

^ To oIksIov, 

^ If one may use an expression from the Symposium^ one may say 
iKavov, 


£ 
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this purpose our being attains its end, the state of perfection, 
which as such includes the highest happiness attainable by us. 

13. The striving for completion or for the attaiiunent of the 
perfection of one’s own being, which was made the basis of 
friendship in the Lysis, is also the fundamental thought of the 
Symposium. The speeches are made in honour of Eros or love 
as that affects the disposition and attitude of the htiman soul. 

Diotima’s speech reveals the nature of love to us; whoever 
loves, seeks the beautiful. But this is only one form and a 
special type imder which human beings desire and seek the 
good. The desire for the good or for happiness, which brings 
with it the possession of the good, is ingrained as a fundamental 
impulse in the very nature of all men and is taken as a matter 
of course. If we define love with Aristophanes as a desire for 
the lost half of our own being, this definition can only be 
accepted on the assumption that we regard the good as natural, 
the bad as foreign to our natures. However, love is not mere 
desire for the possession of the good, but rather the desire for 
its everlasting possession. It is the desire for immortality in 
which the individual completely and heroically subordinates 
and sacrifices his own being, so that something new may come 
into Being. In procreation he transmits his very nature through 
the g erm plasm to the offspring; in spiritual creation he places 
his stamp or character on whatever he produces. However, 
physical reproduction is only possible through the tmion of 
two individuals who are suited to each other and attracted to 
each other by their beauty. Physical beauty is immediately 
imderstood by all. Whoever is inspired by it follows a path 
which gradually leads him to higher and higher levels. As he 
advances, he recognizes that spiritual beauty is of greater worth 
than physical beauty and that the spiritual creations of love 
bring greater happiness than do the physical. On the highest 
level which human beings may attain in the common philosophic 
reflection of things he sees beauty absolute, formless, eternal, 
unchangeable, perfect in every respect; this beauty imparts its 
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beauty to all individual beautiful things. This vision of beauty 
absolute in its perfect purity gives to life the greatest content 
and the greatest value; the satisfaction which it brings is 
infinitely deeper and more lasting than that which a lower 
impulse of love or desire for immortality can give; it inspires 
to the highest and most fruitful achievements accompanied by 
divine blessing. 

This characterizes the nature and goal of life which should 
logically be called “Platonic love.” Its very essence is enthusi- 
asm for the highest ideals and self-sacrificing devotion for their 
realization. But in the description of the different levels to 
which he who has been inspired by beauty absolute gradually 
rises, the conviction grows that beyond every attained end 
is still another, and that the ultimate and highest end is not 
attainable by human beings; it can only be intuited by devout 
premonition. But something more belongs to Platonic love. It 
is the consciousness that even the soul which is inspired by love 
and which in contemplation is carried into the highest realm 
of Being and beauty can at no time completely separate itself 
from the physical realm. It is always conscious of the fact that 
man is not spirit alone and that as a being constituted of soul 
and body he is subject to limits. These limits he wishes to 
overcome so that he may find satisfaction in creative activity. 
He caimot achieve this satisfaction by an action which confines 
itself to one individual, but by a creative activity which springs 
from co-operating with others and which is inspired by working 
with them. 

I merely wish to make a few additional remarks. If happiness, 
which all men seek, can only be enjoyed by those who are still 
in this earthly existence, and if love is the impulse to sacrifice 
this life, we are justified in drawing the following conclusion: 
He who follows the impulse of love must derive such great 
and positive satisfaction from the consciousness that his 
infl uence continues to live on in others, who are indebted to 
him for part of the best that is in them, that the years sacrificed 
to such a service are fully compensated for by the brief hour§ 
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which have been elevated and transfigured by anticipating the 
happiness which would come to these individuals. The thought 
that in the future worthy individuals will appreciate the fruits 
of his labours and will bless his memory^ raises him beyond 
the botmds of his personal existence. Only in this sense can 
one imderstand the determined sacrifice of one’s life for the 
physical offspring, or the defence of one’s spiritual creations 
and the vindication of one’s teachings and principles. However, 
the knowledge that man is not self-sufficient, that he cannot 
be happy in complete isolation, is expanded by these reflections 
into the thought of the intimate relationship of all individuals, 
including future generations. Such knowledge is the main pillar 
of every sound ethics. Later writings will give us the opportunity 
to investigate more rCarefully the relation of the beautiful to 
the good. 

The speech of the inebriated Alcibiades in honour of Socrates 
follows almost immediately upon that of Diotima. Its purpose, 
after all the other speeches have been made in honour of Eros, 
is to present Socrates as a concrete example of the best human 
embodiments of Eros. In the Gorgias he was portrayed as the 
only true politician. Fundamentally, the two are not different. 
Ardent desire for moral ideals is the love that fills Socrates’ 
whole being, a love which he kindles in the hearts of his friends 
by his spiritually creative work. The man who devotes himself 
to public welfare needs this love above all else. It alone enables 
him to be a blessing in the service of the common good. 

14. In the Phaedo Socrates repeats and emphasizes his former 
convictions that life and possessions are of little value; in so 
doing he clearly indicates the religious basis on which these 
convictions rest. This dialogue contains no new ethical prin- 
ciples. Yet I must discuss a certain section, so that it will not 
be interpreted as if it and the Gorgias gave definite proof that 
Plato energetically rejected every hedonistic foundation of 
moral principles. It is here stated: Whoever considers death 
* Compare the last words of Goethe’s Faust. 
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an evil and only suffers it with the intention of escaping another, 
greater evil, and whoever denies himself certain pleasures 
because they would spoil for him other more enticing ones 
does not show true virtue, but only an absurd sham virtue. 
For “the true way to purchase virtue is not by exchanging 
pleasure for pleasure, pain for pain, fear for fear just as one 
exchanges larger coins for smaller ones. There is only one true 
coin for which all else ought to be sacrificed, i.e., wisdom. 
Wherever anything is bought with or sold for it, there in truth 
will be virtue, courage, temperance, justice; in fact, there every 
virtue will be present, and it matters little whether pleasure or 
care or anything else of this nature is present or absent. But 
wherever such values are severed from wisdom and are then 
exchanged, there only a shadow of virtue will exist which 
(in reality) is unworthy of a free man and which contains 
nothing true nor healthy. In truth, temperance, justice, and 
courage consist in the purgation from these sense stimuli, and 
wisdom itself is a purgation.” 

Wisdom {<f>p6vr]ai.s) is here praised as the pearl of great price 
is praised in the Gospels, for whose possession the wise 
merchant gladly offers everything that he has. The possession 
of wisdom alone makes true virtue possible. Without it whatever 
one praises as virtue is only hypocrisy and vanity. Thus these 
propositions are briefly summarized. However, we may state 
their essential meaning still more concisely by Socrates’ 
well-known maxim: Virtue is knowledge. It is knowledge of 
the true good; it is knowledge about that which satisfies the 
deepest longing of mankind and brings about the desired 
happiness. The art of measuring and comparing an absolute 
value with lesser, merely relative values is not superfluous at 
this point.^ No one is able to practise this art except the man 
who has expert knowledge; to him Socrates appeals in the 
Protagoras. From the time that Socrates identified virtue with 
knowledge, his conviction seems to be that there is only one 

^ In Jesus’ parable also, the crowd does not know how to recognize 
the value of the pearl of great price. 
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value which is absolute, and that all other values depend on it 
and are conditioned by it. 

I can find nothing here which would refute the contention 
which I have developed above (p. 57).’^ 

It may seem that the epistemological considerations (these 
we shall discuss later) of the Phaedo call in question whether 
we can know absolute value or the true good in our earthly 
existence, which is so greatly obscured by sense impressions 
and perturbed by the many temptations resulting from them, 
and whether we can apprehend this good in all its reality; or 
whether we must remain satisfied with a mere premonition or 
a foreboding faith of it. 

It must not be overlooked that in the Phaedo, as in the 
closing myth of the Gbrgias, there appear Orphic or Pythagorean 
ideas of a future life of the soul, which has been purged by the 
mysteries of the imperfections of this earthly existence. We are 
told that the highest desire of the soul is to be free from “the 
aimlessness and irrationality, the fears and fierce passions and 
all the other evils of human existence,” and to dwell with the 
gods in a realm akin to it and at their side to enjoy pure 
happiness. To attain this goal those who truly strive for wisdom 
refrain from all bodily pleasures. For this reason, and not 
because they have petty mercenary ambitions, they are just, 
courageous, and virtuous, renouncing the body more and more, 
despising the vanity of fame and concerning themselves solely 
with the well-being of their souls. While this is no longer 
Socratic philosophy, we must ask. Is it Platonism? Shall we 
really accept the following statement as Plato’s ethical con- 
fession? That virtue is a true (philosophic) virtue which is 
practised because we wish to enjoy heaven (and because we 

1 That the hedonistic doctrine of ethics in particular is not to be 
abandoned is evident from the answer which Socrates gives to the 
faithful Crito at the end of the dialogue, when he asks whether Socrates 
does not have a special request to make of his friends concerning his 
children. He knows none other than the oft-expressed one: They 
are to take care of themselves as best they can. This includes every- 
thing which others could possibly expect of them for themselves. 
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fear the torments of hell, as the Gorgias described them). 
Further investigation will show us something different. 

15. We turn to the Republic. Here the task is to define justice. 
In the effort to determine what justice is, Plato also considers 
its relation to happiness, the natural end of all hvunan striving. 
To begin with, we should know in what justice consists. The 
usual position that justice consists in doing good to one’s 
friends and evil to one’s enemies places expert knowledge at 
the basis of justice. But what is good and bad in any individual 
instance? Who is a friend and who is an enemy? Moreover 
this definition is wrong. For to do evil to a person or to harm 
him is the same as making him worse; to do good to a person 
is identical with making him better. Justice is at all events an 
attribute of a good man. Its task can never be to make a man 
worse. Only the unjust man will harm another. Thrasymachus 
begins to define. Justice, he says, is whatever is advantageous 
to the stronger or to the superior. As ruler of the state, he 
determines what justice is by the laws which he makes for his 
own benefit. Socrates reminds Thrasymachus that the ruler 
who makes these laws may be mistaken as to what is for his 
advantage; and Thrasymachus replies that such a ruler is really 
not superior, and that he does not imderstand the art of 
governing. It is to be presupposed that the superior individual 
has correct knowledge of what is to his advantage. Socrates 
reminds him that this implies expert knowledge, which lies at 
the basis of every practical art. The task of this expert know- 
ledge is to discover what is beneficial for certain conditions, 
and then to carry it through. But such a knowledge is not 
concerned with benefiting him who possesses it and who 
because of it deserves to rule over others; it, like the art of 
the doctor and the herdsman, is rather concerned with 
benefiting him who is the object of the art and who is subject 
to the master of this art. Thrasymachus replies in the same 
vein in which Callicles replied in the Gorgias that this is not 
justice but stupidity; and that its opposite, or what is commonly 
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called injustice, is more rational and more honourable. He 
maintains that the tyrant, who by injustice subjects simple 
“just” men, is an object of universal envy and admiration. 

Social organization and the happiness or unhappiness of the 
individual depend on the decision as to which of the two 
conflicting positions is true. At the centre of the conflict stands 
the proposition of Thrasymachus that the unjust man is an 
able, expert, as well as shrewd man, and that he is happy in 
the unjust life which has given him his position of power; 
whereas the opposite is true of the just man. This proposition, 
however, does not withstand criticism. The sagacity of the 
expert in any field consists in not asking favours for himself at 
the expense of others; only fools do that. Co-operation with 
others, which gives ‘ strength, is impossible when complete 
injustice rules. Not even a band of robbers or thieves can 
exist if its members do not practise justice toward each 
other. 

In order to investigate the problem of happiness, it is 
necessary to observe that everything in the universe has its 
peculiar station and task {epyov), its particular purpose which 
can best be accomplished by it. Virtue is the right state or 
condition which enables each thing to do its own task best. 
As the function of the eye is to see, of the ear to hear; so the 
function of the soul is to rule, to contemplate, to live. It attains 
this end when justice rules, not when injustice is supreme. 
From this it follows that the righteous soul lives a better and 
happier life than the unrighteous one. 

Thrasymachus can no longer advance rational objections. 
But the more serious listeners to this controversy between him 
and Socrates are not entirely satisfied. Glaucon observes that 
it has not yet been demonstrated that the doing of right in all 
circumstances is better than the doing of wrong. He dis- 
tinguishes between three types of goods; (i) Those which are 
chosen solely for their own sake; (2) those which are chosen 
for their own sake and for their consequences; (3) those which 
are chosen solely for their consequences. The usually accepted 
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view is that justice belongs to the third class. It is looked upon 
merely as a makeshift for him who cannot attain the best: to 
do violence and injustice without punishment. No one would 
carry out the demands of justice if he were in possession of 
Gyges’ ring, which makes its wearer invisible and frees him 
from the fear of punishment. If one looks upon the con- 
sequences of action, the righteous man is misunderstood and 
maligned and is worse oft' than the unrighteous man who 
knows how to keep up good appearances and outward decency; 
the lot of the one is persecution, disgrace, and martyrdom; the 
other has power and honour and brings the most splendid 
sacrifices to the gods. 

Adeimantus adds: The usual exhortations to do justice seem 
as if they were not concerned with justice itself, but merely 
with the appearance and with the advantages to be gained 
thereby. Much is made of the divine blessing which comes as 
a reward to the righteous man; whereas he who practises 
injustice is warned against the terrible punishments of Hades; 
yet one also hears that these may be averted by elaborate 
expiatory sacrifices. If Socrates is to prove his point against 
Thrasymachus’ contentions, he must show that justice is its 
own sufficient reward in that it makes men happy no matter 
what befalls them; that injustice is of itself perverted since it 
destroys man’s inner happiness, the destruction of which is the 
greatest evil that can befall the soul. 

In continuing the investigation of justice, Plato unfolds the 
constitution of the ideal state in which all virtues are realized. 
The organic structure of this state consists of three classes 
(the workmen, the soldiers, the rulers) which have their natural 
basis in the respective abilities and aspirations of the individuals 
constituting the state. The human soul is composed of three 
parts: The appetitive, which desires the things of sense; the 
spirited, which strives for honour and power; the rational, 
which is in need of higher intellectual activity. The greater 
mass of humanity is most strongly inclined to matters of sense. 
This mass of human beings is adapted for material production 
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and constitutes the tillers of the soil and the artisans. This class 
forms the basis for the life of all citizens. A small number of 
human beings is inclined toward the spirited and courageous, 
and in them the striving for honour is stronger. These are the 
individuals best fitted to be soldiers and guardians, and in time 
of crisis they must be able to defend the state against the 
attacks from without and from within. The small minority in 
whom the intellectual interests predominate — one may call 
these philosophers — ^are to be singled out from the soldiers and 
are to be entrusted with the affairs of the state. The wisdom 
of the state consists in the fact that the ruling class know what 
is required for the welfare of the whole state. The courage of 
the state consists in having the soldiers know what is to be 
feared and what is not to be feared; they must hold to this 
conviction against all temptations which may arise from pain 
and pleasure or fear and desire. The temperance of the state 
consists in having all citizens agree as to who is to rule in the 
state. The justice of the state consists in having all its citizens 
(women included) occupy their respective positions and there 
perform their duties and tasks, not meddling with the affairs 
of others. Such conduct makes the other virtues of the state 
possible and maintains them. There can be no doubt that the 
state thus ordered is happy, whereas the opposite behaviour 
will end in harm and in the destruction of the whole state. 

This constitution of the state and the virtues proposed for it 
correspond to the ordered nature of the human soul and its 
virtues. In man, justice consists in having each of the three 
parts of the soul fulfil its particular function. The wisdom of 
the soul consists in having reason (the smallest part of the soul) 
rule, guided by the knowledge of what is best for the whole 
soul as well as for its parts. The temperance of the soul consists 
in the unanimous agreement of the parts and in the imder- 
standing as to which among them is to have the leadership, etc. 
Again there can be no doubt that the soul which is in such a 
state is healthy, beautiful, and happy. One need not inquire at 
length whether it is advantageous for the soul to be just and to 
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act justly or to be unjust; this latter action would result in 
meddlesomeness, disorder, and confusion. 

There are four types of defective constitutions. Since the 
peculiarity of the constitution of a state depends upon what 
side of human nature manifests itself in it, it follows that there 
are types of human character which correspond to each of 
these constitutions of the state. The kingly man corresponds 
to the ideal state. Next in order is the timocracy in which the 
striving for honour is the most powerful impulse. A considerable 
distance lower is the oligarchy where the rich rule. The man 
who corresponds to this form of the state has subordinated his 
spiritual powers to the amassing of wealth and has made 
mammon his god. Still lower is the democracy with its 
unbounded freedom, and the theoretical equalizing of all rights 
and claims of its citizens who differ greatly among themselves. 
The individual who corresponds to this constitution is entirely 
without principle and character. And finally, farthest removed 
from the ideal state is tyraimy, which is the outgrowth of 
democracy; in it there is the arbitrary rule of the individual, a 
rule which respects neither law nor freedom; it is built up on 
hirelings and slaves and crushes the opposition of the good and 
able citizens. Similarly the tyrannical man despises every law 
and is filled with shamelessness and licentiousness, slavishly 
serving the lowest passions and refraining from no crime in 
his effort to satisfy his lust. 

The question is whether a man of such absolute badness 
should not also be considered as altogether imhappy. The 
argument up to this point leads by analogy to the conclusion 
that individuals, as far as their virtue and well-being are 
concerned, act in the same way as the states whose constitutions 
resemble theirs. It is self-evident that a state which is governed 
by a king is better than one in which the arbitrary will of a 
tyrant holds sway. No one who has a penetrating and all- 
comprehending vision and who is not blinded by the 
ostentatious display of the ruler and his immediate surroundings 
can fail to observe that the former state is the happiest and the 
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latter the unhappiest. He who wishes to compare the corre- 
sponding individuals with each other must likewise penetrate 
their innermost thoughts, fathom the hidden conditions, and 
reveal the sorrows and emotions of their lives. He will observe 
that just as the tyrannical state is in unworthy and wretched 
slavery, so the soul of the tyrannical person is miserably 
enslaved because the highest nature is ruled by his lowest and 
wildest nature; just as this state can do nothing that it should 
like to do, so it is impossible for this soul to have its own way 
(cf. p. 50); instead it is forced to do otherwise and as a 
consequence is constantly filled with agitation, confusion, and 
remorse. In addition such a soul is in spiritual poverty and is 
always filled with unquenched desire, fear, misery, and pain. 
To give such a man the imlimited power of a tyrant only 
increases the misery in which he already finds himself. 

But as we are here concerned with “the most important 
thing — a good life,” a more detailed consideration must be 
given. We must follow it, even though it takes us into psycho- 
logical and ontological problems, which, according to our plan, 
we were not going to touch until later. If we imagine a wealthy 
slave owner who, with his entire horde of slaves and possessions 
and with his wife and children, has been transported to an 
isolated region where no one can help him and where the 
inhabitants hate him and show enmity toward him, then we 
have the coimterpart of the position of the tyrant. What will 
be the natural outcome? On all sides he sees himself and his 
own threatened by danger. He must condescend to unworthy 
flattery and favouritism; he will spend his whole life in 
miserable fear; like a woman he will confine himself to the 
house and deny himself the most enticing pleasures which he 
enviously sees others enjoy. That is the lot of the real tyrant 
who is placed in the position of ruling others while he does not 
know how to rule himself. (This would be like encouraging an 
invalid to play the role of a prize fighter.) Certainly he is even 
worse off than the man who has the nature of a tyrant but 
who Uves the life of a private citizen. Already “jealous, faithless. 



ETHICAL CONTENT OF EARLY DIALOGUES 77 

unjust, friendless, and impious, capable and guilty of every 
vice,” he is therefore a curse unto himself and to those 
depending upon him. From day to day this condition becomes 
worse through the pressure of his environment and “in truth, 
even though people do not detect it in him, he is a slave of 
the meanest and lowest kind, a flatterer of the vilest of mankind. 
He does not find the least satisfaction for his desires. Whoever 
could look into the depths of his soul would see that he is 
poor and that most of the time his desires are not satisfied. 
All his life long he is beset with fear and is tormented by his 
conscience and the fear of death.” 

The final decision will not be difficult: Human beings stand 
in the same relation to their happiness as they do to their virtue. 
The kingly man takes first place; then follow the timocratic, 
the oligarchical, the democratical, and the tyrannical. The 
happiest of all is the best and most just; the unhappiest is the 
worst and most imjust, and it matters little whether men or 
gods know of his justice and injustice or not. 

A further proof may be given when one begins from the 
division of the human soul into three parts and their corre- 
sponding impulses and desires. Human beings were divided into 
three classes in accordance with whatever impulses or desires 
predominated (cf. p. 73 f.). If one asks the individuals of the 
three different classes what way of living is the most pleasing, 
each one naturally will praise his own and will recommend the 
pleasures of that part of the soul which dominates his life, 
and he will disparage the other pleasures. Only one of these 
individuals can be right in his judgment. This judgment 
depends on experience, rational meaning, and logical thinking. 
The philosopher has a richer experience than the other two 
classes. He knows the bodily needs and their satisfaction as 
well as he who makes them his only pleasure; for everyone 
from childhood up has had to satisfy the needs of his body. 
Besides, the philosopher also knows the joy of the timocratic 
man, since honour is bestowed on him as it is on anyone who 
accomplishes anything; honour is even shown him who does 
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no more than amass great wealth. However, the philosopher 
alone knows the true joy which springs from the possession of 
knowledge and from the contemplation of ultimate reahty. 
Further, he imites reason and experience; besides, only he is 
really familiar with the use of logic (Adyot) or the art by means 
of which decisions are made. That pleasure which he considers 
the highest must, therefore, in reahty be the highest. The 
pleasures of the warrior and the timocratic man are placed 
second in rank while those of the lover of money and of the 
man of the world rank last. 

A final and really decisive proof lies in the fact that only 
the pleasure of the rational man is completely true and pure; 
all others are only theatrical sham. Between the contradictory 
stimuli of pleasure and pain there is a quiet, neutral, inter- 
mediate state of the soul. This state is not induced by sensation 
and (contrary to what it really is) is experienced as highly 
pleasant and conversely as highly painful, depending on 
whether the state follows and is contrasted with a pleasant or 
painful experience. Most of the physically conditioned and 
strongest pleasures are a result of the transition from the 
painful experience to this intermediate state, i.e., they arise 
from the subsiding of the pain experience. But the decrease of 
pain and its absence in that quiet, intermediate state are not a 
real pleasure but only a make-believe one. Besides, the material, 
which is subject to change and decay, is less real than the 
spiritual. If the pleasant consists only in the fulfilment of a 
need with which nature has endowed us, then the agreeableness 
of the pleasure must be by so much more real and true as the 
need is real and its satisfaction is true. 

The intermediate state between the opposites can easily be 
mistaken for one of the opposites. This error may be illustrated 
by a road leading from a valley to the moimtain-top. The 
traveller who has climbed half-way and who does not see the 
summit mistakes the half-way point for the summit and begins 
to descend. This may truly be called a descent from his point 
of view, but he knows nothing of climbing th? rest of the way 
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nor does he know the summit. Or we may compare it to the 
optical illusion which makes grey beside black appear white. 
Individuals who, without reason and virtue, care for their 
bodies only and so do not attain real satisfaction may be 
compared to those who have never reached the top of the 
moimtain but who at the most have only reached the half-way 
point. Or they remind us of the Trojans and Achaeans who, 
according to Stesichorus, fought for life and death about the 
phantom of Helen, while the real Helen had been spirited away. 
Similarly such men enjoy only phantoms of true happiness, 
since their every pleasure is mingled with pain. Those who are 
irrationally seeking to satisfy their thirst for honour and who 
persist in their stubbornness and their every whim may be 
compared to the sensual natures (third class). The impulses of 
those parts of the soul which desire possessions and victory can 
only find their highest, truest, and most corresponding satis- 
faction if they willingly follow the rational or philosophic part 
of the soul. On the contrary, if the right relation does not 
exist between the dilferent parts of the soul, and if instead the 
lower impulses are in control, then these impulses cannot 
attain the corresponding satisfaction, nor will they permit 
satisfaction to the other parts of the soul. Least of all is that 
part of the soul which is farthest removed from reason and 
which is given to passionate love and to arbitrary tyranny 
capable of such satisfaction. From this it follows that the tyrant 
gets the least happiness out of his fife while the kingly man, 
whose soul is well-ordered, obtains the most. 

The difference between the true and complete happiness of 
the one individual and the sham happiness of the other can 
scarcely be described. The life of the former possesses infinitely 
more decorum, beauty, and virtue than that of the latter. 

Without assistance most people cannot attain the properly 
balanced soul which is the sole presupposition and condition of 
true happiness. Only the “kingly” or “philosophic” natures, 
whose noblest part of the soul is strong enough to keep the 
other two in subjection, can attain the well-balanced soul. All 
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other human beings can only find their salvation if they choose 
a man with a well-balanced soul as their leader and confidently 
submit to his guidance. He who has been selected as such a 
leader is not interested in exploiting his subordinates as 
Thrasymachus thought he naturally would be; instead he aims 
at the reaUzation of a universal rule of reason which is to make 
all men more or less alike and friends of one another. 

It became evident in the Charmides that the meaning of the 
good could not be ascertained with certainty without previous 
philosophic and ontological investigations. These are chiefly 
undertaken in the Republic, and they are so developed that, 
if one takes into consideration the hints which have in the 
meantime been given in other dialogues, there can hardly be 
any doubt as to the close relationship between happiness and 
what is morally good. 

If we consider the outline and the trend of thought in the 
Republic, it immediately becomes apparent that Plato, following 
the hints of his master, put forth every effort to give ethics an 
eudemonistic basis. We cannot help noticing that Plato made 
such an attempt in the Protagoras. However, it does not seem 
entirely impossible that the conclusions there reached did not 
represent Plato’s own convictions ; and we have seen that some 
scholars think that these views are corrected and refuted in 
the Gorgias. But the Gorgias also advocated moral principles 
which sounded extremely eudemonistic. We shall have to 
consider very carefully before we set the issue aside as 
secondary, since it is in perfect agreement with what has just 
been emphasized in the Republic. Upon comparison of the main 
ideas of these two dialogues, a striking similarity is apparent; 
and in many places of the Republic one can recognize a deliberate 
and emphatic confirmation of the affirmations of the Gorgias. 
Further, the Menexenus in its characterization of the virtuous 
man, who embodies all conditions for happiness, and the 
Symposium in Diotima’s lucid discourse,^ where it is main- 

1 Some ideas of the Republic can be readily harmonized with the 
profoundest thoughts of Diotima’s speech. The necessity of the 
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tained that the striving for happiness is ineradicably ingrained 
in all human beings (see p. 66 f .)5 give us definite evidence that 
Plato seriously considered eudemonism (or, if one wishes, 
hedonism). 

And yet it would seem as if Plato were not entirely satisfied 
with his subtle eudemonistic-deterministic theory, which 
appears to give a satisfactory solution. Just as in one section 
of the Gorgias we had an unusual explanation of the good 
which did not easily fit into this theory,^ so we have a similar 
thing happen in the Republic. It deals with the question 
concerning the ultimate aim of the education which the 
prospective leaders of the state are to receive for their prepara- 
tion. Here the contention is made that the choicest objects of 
knowledge may be found in justice, temperance, courage, and 
wisdom. Yet above these is a higher good about whose 
knowledge man should be most deeply concerned, namely, 
‘Hhe Idea of the good to whose co-operation it is to be attributed 
that the just, etc., is useful and advantageous.’’ It is unfortunate 
that we cannot have exact knowledge of this highest Idea, as 
such a knowledge would give validity to all other knowledge, 
just as the unconscious, unreflective possession of the good 
makes every other possession valuable. The multitude, Plato 
continues, identifies the good with pleasure; the more en- 
lightened, however, identify the good with insight {(j)p6vr]ais).^ 
If they wish to ridicule us for our ignorance, their reasoning is 
circular; and they make themselves ridiculous in that one group 
in its further explanation identifies the good with the knowledge 

state is implied (cf. p. 67 f.) in the conception of love as presented in 
this speech. Similarity in nature or what belongs to our natures 
(oIksIov) is nothing other than that which completes and perfects 
the one-sidedness and insufficiency of the individual. The good each 
one longs for is this supplementary perfection, which is impossible 
without personal surrender and productive co-operation. The state 
is the organization which assumes the responsibility that those indi- 
viduals who are similar in nature come together. 

^ Compare pp. 53, 60. 

2 Compare p. 69. 

F 
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of the “good”; whereas the other group excludes the bad 
pleasures which, according to its definition, are really a “bad” 
good. Yet all agree that the good is that which every creature 
should unconditionally strive for, and that no one is to be 
satisfied with a semblance of good but only with its reality. 
Only an illustration can in some measure make clear the nature 
of the Idea of the highest good. As the sun, the giver of light, 
without which there can be no sight, is related to our eye to 
which it gives the power to see and by means of this power 
the sun, like other objects, becomes visible to the eye; so in 
the realm of thought the Idea of the good is related to the 
knowing subject. In the first place, the Idea of the good makes 
the knowing faculty effective and, in the second place, it gives 
the objects of knowledge their true Being. As the sun in the 
sky rules in the realm of the visible and gives the objects in 
the visible world not only their visibility but also their Becoming 
and growth, while it itself has no Becoming; so the good is the 
mediating cause not only of the knowability of all objects of 
knowledge but also of their growth and Being, excelling even 
essential Being (ovuLa) in nobility and power. 

This exposition is difficult to understand and Plato knows it. 
He makes Socrates give definite expression to it and his keen, 
attentive companions in the conversation, Adeimantus and 
Glaucon, declare that they were not able to follow very well. 
The difficulty lies not merely in the fact that here metaphysical 
concepts appear, whose full meaning can only be explained by 
another thought — the concept of the ibea combined with the 
sharp contrast of Being and Becoming. For the present it is 
sufficient to say that the “Idea” (tSea) of the good is inter- 
changeably used with “essence” of the good, and that 
we are not to imderstand anything else by these expressions 
but the exhortation: The thought which we associate with the 
word “good” is not to be a mere fancy but is to have independent 
reality. In other words, that which we think to be good is not 
posited by this thinking but is presupposed by it. Or to express 
it in another way, that the world or reahty is really such that 
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we have good reason to designate it as good, that the good 
may be regarded as ruling in it.^ 

The real difficulty, however, lies rather in the fact that such 
a good which holds and supports the world, i.e., the ruling of 
a rational, divine power in cosmic Being and Becoming, cannot 
be rationally proved ; therefore this thought remains a postulate. * 
Only by analogy can we support our faith in it. If we assume 
the postulate, and if we accept it as true, then with its validity 
we have gained a concept of the good which, if it does not 
refute eudemonism entirely, at least takes away much of its 
force. 

We have often heard that every creature strives for pleasure 
or for happiness. In the Symposium the striving for the good 
is presented as being so self-evident that there is no reason to 
look for a deeper basis. If in addition it was said that every 
creature necessarily strives for the possession of the good, the 
good appears to be identical with happiness and both words 
are synonymous and interchangeable. There can also be no 
objection to substituting happiness for the good in the following 
oft-repeated propositions: Whoever is deceived as to the 
content of the good will in his error be led to the wrong striving; 
or absolute, scientific knowledge of the good in its true reality 
is not obtainable (from which is to be inferred that spotless 
virtue and perfectly unerring correct striving are also im- 
possible). However, we are also told that the good gives all 
things their Being. It is the source and basis of all reality as 
well as of all knowledge of reality. If in these propositions we 
interchange the terms which seemed so unobjectionable a while 

^ Or: the Idea of the good is to be understood as the objective basis 
for our correctly formed idea of the good. The existence and com- 
prehension of this Idea are the ground and guarantee that the content 
of our idea is true. Conversely, as long as we do not apprehend the 
Idea of the good, our idea of the good cannot be true. 

* I contend that in my opinion this thought constitutes the funda- 
mental postulate of all (Socratic) Platonic philosophizing, and that 
Plato was conscious not merely of its epistemological implications, 
but also of its religious significance. We shall meet this thought 
again when we discuss Plato’s religious conceptions. 
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ago, i.e., if we make happiness instead of the good the 
subject of our propositions, they will take on a nonsensical 
and almost frivolous meaning. Plato expresses this by 
letting Glaucon, who is astonished by the characterization 
of the loftiness and the transcendency of the Idea of the 
good, make the doubting remark that pleasure can hardly 
be meant by this. Socrates denies the identification by 
giving the argument a new turn, such as is customary when 
one warns against the sin of disturbing a religious devotional 
attitude.^ 

In the Gorgias the question was raised whether there can 
possibly be a single purpose which is valid in the same degree 
for all men, and whether this purpose can be safely set up as 
the norm for passing judgment on the relation of the good to 
the status of happiness. With Plato’s meaning, I believe that 
we can answer this question affirmatively by propositions which 
can be derived from our considerations up to this point; but 
these propositions need further development and additional 
proof, which will be advanced later. 

According to the Lysis (see p. 64 f.), the highest purpose valid 
for all men is to attain that condition in which they achieve 
perfection. According to the Republic, this highest purpose is 
attained when the soul is in that state of Being which can also 
be called justice (or virtue in general) and consists in having 
reason rule the passions and the sensuous desires. We may 
then say that wisdom shows itself when reason is the undisputed 
ruler; courage shows itself when the passions take the hints of 
reason and suppress all stimuli of irrational desires; temperance 
shows itself when there is a willing subordination of the 
striving powers to the ruling power. This is a condition which 
is repeated on a larger scale when individuals unite for mutual 
perfection in an ordered state. A standard, but not a cause, for 
the correctness of the constitution of the individual, as well as 
for that of the community, is to be found in the degree and 
the intensity of the pleasures which proceed from it, so that 
^ Ev<l)riiieiy 509a. 
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the good is most certainly indicated by happiness but is not 
determined by it. 

We cannot know the ultimate reason why the highest and 
purest pleasure is bound up with the voluntary activity of 
reflection.^ Only because everything was so arranged from the 
very beginning and because human nature was placed under 
this natural law, can the moral world with its beauty and 
dignity persist. Moral attributes, such as justice and temperance, 
are really valuable and good^ only because the “Idea of the 
good” and a good rational cosmic power rule in the world 
(cf. p. 82). Ethics is here connected with theology, and with 
it rests upon the belief in a God who embodies all spiritual 
perfection. The notion of man’s relationship to God, a relation- 
ship which we shall consider later, is also of significance for 
Plato’s ethics. 

For the present we shall merely say the following: Love is 
implanted in every human breast and is the desire for perfec- 
tion. In its development it serves as a mediator between God 
and man. Eros is thus described by Diotima in the Symposium^ 
and the Phaedrus (which is later than the Republic) characterizes 
Eros in the same manner. Here it is also said: Love is God- 
inspired or divine madness which makes our soul wing its way 
in ethereal flight, and in the enraptured vision of the beautiful 
it produces in us a greater state of happiness than could ever 
be attained by the minute and careful reasoning of exact 
science. The Greater Hippias has already told us of the 
absoluteness of beauty and its unconditioned value. Even if 
beauty is not identified with the good, it nevertheless seems to 
be mysteriously and inseparably connected with truth and the 
good; it is like an outer shell in which truth and the good are 
enclosed and which reveals them to us. If beauty is really 

^ In which the rational moral activity is always thought of as being 
necessarily included. (Cf. what was said about Eros on p. 66 f.) 

2 Hints were even given in the Gorgias that with the cosmic order the 
laws for man’s rational activity (as a condition for his happiness) 
were given, soyef. 
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absolute and of unconditioned value, then the hidden or 
invisible good, which is intuitively revealed to us, cannot be 
relative or conditioned. However, it would be relative if it 
derived its value from the emotional experience which indicates 
its presence — i.e., from the experience of pleasure which an 
individual may have. 



CHAPTER II 


ONTOLOGY AND EPISTEMOLOGY OF 
THE EARLIER DIALOGUES (TO 367) 

I. The svirvey of Plato’s ethical teachings has brought us to 
the dividing line which separates the Phaedrus from the 
Theaetetus. We turn now to the earlier dialogues to consider 
the other philosophical ideas. First of all, we enter the realms 
of Being and knowledge. Here the so-called doctrine of Ideas 
claims our attention. 

In the Phaedo this doctrine arises in a most striking manner. 
In order to obtain the proper understanding of the theory of 
Ideas from the very beginning, we wish to pursue the whole 
trend of the argument of this dialogue. On the last day of his 
life, Socrates discusses the meaning of death with his friends. 
He shows that death has no terrors for the philosopher. For 
since death separates the soul from the body, it brings to full 
realization what he who strives for true knowledge has prac- 
tised all his life — by thought to grasp Being itself, the very 
essence of things. This Being cannot be apprehended by the 
sense organs ; just as the sense organs cannot grasp magnitude, 
health, or power in themselves, so they cannot grasp the just, 
the beautiful, and the good in themselves. Knowledge of these 
objects is best attained by him “who approaches them by 
thought (Siavoia) alone, making use neither of sight nor of 
any other sense in this thought process but rather, with the 
aid of absolute and pure thought, he must attempt to com- 
prehend purely and absolutely each one of the real objects, 
in that he sets himself free as far as possible from eyes and 
ears and in short from the whole body, convinced that these 
only confuse him and hinder the soul from attaining truth 
and wisdom (^povrjatv).'” To the objection raised, that the 
soul would be destroyed by its separation from the body, 
Socrates replies with the argument that all Becoming and 
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passing out of Being can only be understood as proceeding 
from its opposite state and can only take place in a cycle. As 
waking corresponds to sleeping, so life corresponds to death. 
Everywhere we observe the passing from death to life. — ^That 
our souls have pre-existed is also substantiated by the learning 
process, which can only be characterized as logical and without 
contradiction if it is thought of as a reminiscence of what was 
known in a previous existence. The psychological analysis of 
ordinary memory based on earlier sense impressions also bears 
testimony to pre-existence. For example, the similarity which 
we always observe in such an act of memory, we become 
conscious of through a comparative activity in which we use 
the concept of the equal as a standard. This standard does 
not have its origin in our sense perceptions; for all the objects 
of sense which we experience to be equal are not perfectly 
and absolutely equal. They are only equal in the sense that 
what appears equal to me now appears unequal to another 
person as well as unequal to me from another point of view; 
whereas the equal in itself must appear equal to all men at all 
times and without deviation, and the unequal in itself must 
appear as unequal. Consequently no one can confuse (con- 
ceptual) equality with inequality. What is true of the concept 
of the equal is naturally also true of the concept of the greater 
and the less, as well as of the beautiful, the good, the just, and 
the holy in themselves; in fact, it is true of everything of 
which we predicate Being by means of our questions and 
answers. We must have obtained knowledge of all these things 
before our birth. Socrates continues: The pre-existence of the 
soul is as certain as is the objective reality of the concepts with 
which philosophic investigation is constantly concerned — ^the 
concept of the good, the beautiful, etc. It is to this reality 
that we refer the definiteness of our sense stimuli, as to some- 
thing which was present in us before the sense experience and 
which serves us as a standard for it. Besides, it is clear that 
only the composite can suffer dissolution, never the simple. 
Only those things are composite which act differently under 
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different circumstances; whereas that which remains always 
the same is of a simple nature. Thus the conceptual or “Being 
in itself (avrri -Q ovaLa) of whose existence we give account 
with our questions and answers” is simple. Every concept, as 
for example the equal, the beautiful, in fact every essential 
Being, is in and by itself simple and imchanging. But the 
objects of sense are compound and subject to change, and we 
give the same name to them that we give to the conceptual 
realities disclosed to us only in thought. Thus two types of 
reality are differentiated: the visible and the invisible. The 
body, without doubt, belongs to the first type, the soul to 
the second. 

Then Socrates relates the development of his own philo- 
sophical thinking concerning this question. While absorbed 
in the theories of the old physical philosophers as to the 
causes of coming into and passing out of Being, he discovered 
contradictions everywhere and rejected their conclusions and 
haphazardly proposed a theory of his own. Setting out from 
Anaxagoras’ position that an ordering mind brought the world 
into Being, he would have liked to give a teleological explana- 
tion; but in this he did not succeed. So as not to remain at 
a complete loss, he arrived at his own solution. It consists in 
seeking the truth of things in their concepts (or in the deter- 
mining of the concepts: eV rots Aoyoi?). In the course of a 
closer characterization of his procedure Socrates says: “I 
return to the oft-discussed things and begin with them in that 
I assume an absolute beauty, an absolute goodness, and an 
absolute greatness, etc.” Proceeding from this assumption he 
maintains that the reason why individual objects show definite 
peculiarities or characteristics is because they participate in 
their corresponding concept or Idea — e.g., a thing is beautiful 
because it partakes of absolute beauty. On the contrary, he 
would not dare to say that something is beautiful because it 
has a beautiful colour or a beautiful form. He must leave the 
predication of such more definite causes to wiser men. His 
ovra explanation may perhaps seem simple and foolish, but 
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he must confine himself to it. He cannot even say anything 
about the manner of the communication of the sensible object 
with its Idea — ^whether it is present in it or whether both 
have something in common or whether they must be thought 
of as being related in some other conceivable way. In order 
not to become involved in contradictions one may merely say 
that a thing is greater than another because of its size, and a 
thing is smaller than another because of its smallness; one 
may not say that a man is greater than another by his head 
and because of it; afterwards it might become necessary to 
admit that he is smaller than a third man by the measure of 
the head. The reason that a thing has become two is not to 
be sought, if one proceeds carefully, in the addition of one to 
one or the division of one; but if we use the never-failing, 
fimdamental assumption in both cases, it must be said that 
participation in duahty is the sought-for cause. Nothing 
becomes what it becomes, nor does it receive a characteristic 
in any other way, except through its participation in the 
peculiar essence of this characteristic. From these propositions, 
which seem almost absurd because of their tautology, the 
discussion proceeds as follows: 

It is evident that the general concepts or the Ideas (eiBrjY 
have objective reality, and that the concrete objects depend 
upon them. This dependence is such that the different charac- 
teristics of the objects are due to the different Ideas which are 
present in them. These characteristics bear the names of their 
corresponding Ideas. If, therefore, we make contradictory 
statements about an object, it is because that object participates 
in contradictory Ideas. Thus, e.g., Simmias is taller or shorter 
according to whether he is compared with Socrates or with 
Phaedo. His tallness is always tallness and can never be nor 
become short, just as little as size in itself can change. His 
shortness always remains short like shormess itself. If a person 
who was small becomes tall, he retains his nature, but short- 
ness is no longer present in him; for it either takes to flight or 
* This word suddenly appears here in 102b. 
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it is destroyed. Q)nversely, the same is true if a tall person 
becomes short. In fact, this is true of all things when they 
lose one of their characteristics and take on an opposite one. 

Plato then proceeds to show that not only do the contents 
of opposite concepts absolutely exclude each other, but also 
that no concept admits an attribute which is opposed to any 
of its permanent characteristics or to any element which deter- 
mines its form (jxop^rj). Snow always has the characteristic of 
being cold; fire always that of being warm. If heat approaches 
snow, then snow cannot absorb heat (i.e., become warm) and 
still remain snow; it must give way or be annihilated. The 
same is true of fire if cold were to unite with it. While the 
concept of the number three is not exactly the opposite of the 
even, it, nevertheless, necessarily has the form of the odd 
which is opposed to the even. For this reason, it can never 
have the charaaeristics of an even number; on the contrary, 
it is odd. 

At this point it is well to pause a moment to consider certain 
details more closely. In this connection the word “Idea” 
(efSoj in 102b) evidently designates not just a concept which 
is merely subjective, but a concept whose reality transcends 
the subjective realm. If the Idea is to be the cause of the 
attributes of concrete objects, which partake of its essence, it 
possesses independent and objective reality. It is at least as 
independent and original as aU subjective reality or as every 
psychic experience. — To use Plato’s expression: every soul or 
every part of the soul (later spoken of as every psychic faculty, 
e.g., reason) and its manifestations and productions (as for 
example an experienced pleasure, a conceived concept). 

Previously it was said that certain concepts, such as the 
equal, the greater and smaller, the beautiful, the good, the 
just, are innate; or that our soul brings them into this earthly 
existence as definite standards, according to which we judge 
and order life’s experiences partially in their external appear- 
ance and partially in their spiritual significance. It was also 
said that these concepts have objective reality. A neuter term 
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was used when speaking of them as the equal, the good, etc., 
and in order to make the meaning clearer the expression 
“itself” or “in and by itself,” or the abstract noims “equality,” 
“inequahty,” “largeness,” “duality,” “unity,” were used. The 
statement that our knowledge of these concepts was innate 
meant the same as what we to-day^ mean by the a priori. 
But the term “Idea” was not yet applied. However, innate 
knowledge of size or of aesthetic norms and moral attributes 
consists in nothing else but what was elsewhere called know- 
ledge of the Ideas. 

A still sharper distinction must be drawn. It is not the 
conception of the equal, the good, etc., which is innate, but 
merely the capacity to call forth or arouse these conceptions. 
These conceptions then appear as being definitely related to 
something objective, which, if we may express it thus, consti- 
tutes their content. Yet, with all these expressions, we are in 
danger of being misunderstood. The words “conception” and 
“concept,” which are common in epistemology and logic, have 
a decidedly subjective connotation; nor do we definitely escape 
the realm of subjectivity with the expression “content of 
conception” {Vorstellungsinhalt) or “content of concept” 
(Begrijfsinhalt), as logic defines this content as being consti- 
tuted of certain characteristics. Yet in the whole discussion 
with which our argument has been concerned, Plato wished 
to escape this subjectivity. Whenever he used the expression 
reality — ^whether that of the concept or of the Idea — he meant 
this objective independent reality. In this connection he thought 
that knowledge — ^including mistaken knowledge as well as 
imaginings — is an achievement or a condition of our reason, 
of our faculty to think and to conceive. But the peculiar feature 
of this achievement or condition, which differentiates it from 
all others, is that it attains truth and that it permits no im- 
certain conjecture nor error. Either this distinction between 
truth and error is vaUd or all of Plato’s philosophizing has no 
meaning. Plato believes that this difference is rigid and in- 

' With Kant. 
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efFaceable. He postulates it and chooses the word Idea (efSo?)^ 
as the adequate term which enables him to pass from the 
logical content and the implications of a concept to its pre- 
supposed objective basis. The term idea taken in and by itself 
means the external form and appearance of a thing as well as 
its inner nature. For a long time it had also been used in the 
logical sense of designating the type or the species. Plato 
himself uses this term in all of these meanings. The word 
“Idea” in and by itself is of no great importance. What is 
meant by the expression “each Idea” at the point where we 
started to digress is the same as what was meant by the previous 
expression “everything of which we predicated Being.” The 
same was also meant by “Being in itself of whose existence 
we give account with our questions and answers,” and later 
by “essential Being.” Previously Plato had also expressed this 
by “the essential Being of all things,” “the pure Being in and 
by itself of each real thing,” or more concisely “everything 
in its absoluteness” and “the things in themselves.”^ The 
examples given in what precedes the passage where the word 
“Idea” suddenly appears are “the just in itself, the beautiful 
in itself, the good in itself”; and again “the essence (ovala) 
of size, of health, of power,” “the equal itself” or “the essen- 
tially equal”^ or “equality” with its opposite concept of “in- 
equality”; and again “the larger, the smaller,” “the beautiful 
in and by itself and the good and the large”; then “largeness,” 
“smallness,” “multitude,” and further “duality,” “unity.”^ 
These examples make clear that the expression used to 
designate the matter imder consideration (that is the objective 
reality of the generic characteristics which we conceive in 

^ In the Phaedo iSea is the characteristic or the definite form of a 
concept for which (cf. p. 91) fiop(l> 7 ] was substituted once. Otherwise 
the terms elSoQ and ISia are interchangeably used and that with 
different meanings. This is explained more fully in the chapter “€?( 5 og, 
Idia und verwandte Worter in den Schriften Platons” {Neue Unter-- 
suchungeriy pp. 276 ff .). ^ Phaedo y 65d, 650, 66e. 

® Phaedoy 65d. In 75c this is expanded by “and the holy (ocrtor).” 

^ Phaedoy 74d, loobe, loibc. 
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thought and to which our words refer) is really not developed 
into a definite technical term. The substantives, such as large- 
ness, smallness, equality, have the same meaning as the neuter 
adjective used as a substantive. Where no misunderstanding 
is to be cleared up, Plato unhesitatingly omits such added 
expressions as itself or essential (5 eart) or both, or in 
AND BY ITSELF used to emphasize the contrast between generic 
reahty and the individual appearances which have its charac- 
teristics. It is also clear that as a substitute for the substantive 
SIZE the positive form of the adjective large is used once; at 
another time the comparative larger is used.^ Just as the 
expression “every Idea” suddenly appeared in 102b and 
replaced the expressions, which include all the individual 
characteristics of the species, “to which we ascribe Being” 
or “each essential Being in itself,” etc.; so the word “Idea” 
could have been used for each example given of the objectivity 
of the generic characteristics. The “Idea” of the equal, the 
beautiful, the small could have been used instead of the essen- 
tially equal, the beautiful itself, smallness; or the “Idea” of 
size and health could have been used instead of their “essence.” 
As a matter of fact, the possibility of the interchange was not 
made use of; instead up to this point, the term etSos, in the 
narrow and peculiar sense which we had to determine, is 
confined to a single passage; whereas all other possible descrip- 
tions of the subject under consideration are much more frequent. 

Once the term Idea is introduced, it asserts itself and 
occurs again. It is true that of the three passages in which it 
is used in the further discussion,* two are not altogether clear. 
I have already made use of these passages and in doing so 
have spoken not of the Ideas, but of the content of concepts 
and of concepts. Not only do opposite concepts absolutely 

^ It is especially instructive to follow all the changes of this expression 
in the section which deals with equality, i.e., 743-786. Cf. Neue 
Untersuchtmgen, p. 277. 

* In this enumeration, I omit the passages where eldog, in accordance 
with common usage, means the external form and species. In the 
Phaedo there are five or six such passages. 
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exclude each other, but no concept tolerates a characteristic 
which is opposed to its nature. The concept snow does not 
permit the attribute warm; that of fire does not permit the 
attribute cold. However, the “Idea of life” is unambiguous 
in the proposition which refutes the proofs advanced for per- 
sonal immortahty as given in the dialogue. Here it is stated, 
“God, at least, and the Idea of life and whatever else may be 
immortal, as every one will admit, can never cease to exist.” 
It is apparent that here the concept of life is not meant, but 
rather ultimate reahty from which all life springs. 

Let us return once more to the passage where Socrates 
describes his own method of the philosophic dehberation of 
things. He informs us that since he despaired of human 
inquiry which was limited to sense experience, and since he 
was not able to find a teleological explanation of the world, 
he took refuge in concepts (Adyoi). He continues, “and since 
I proceed in each case from the assumption which I consider 
to be the strongest, I accept as true whatever seems to be in 
harmony with it, and as false whatever does not agree with it.” 
And immediately following, “There is nothing new in what 
I am saying; it is only what I have repeatedly said at other 
times as well as in our discourse of a moment ago.” Soon 
thereafter follows the explanation,^ “This brings me again to 
what we have so often spoken of,” etc. If Plato makes Socrates 
assure us that he has “at other times repeatedly” spoken of 
the things here treated, we may expect to find evidence of this 
in earlier dialogues. We do not have to search long for it. 
Two of the dialogues, the Symposium and the Cratylus, not 
far removed in time from the Pkaedo, contain related thoughts. 

2. In the Symposium vfc heard of the various levels^ which 
the lover climbs until at last he reaches the goal where he 
sees absolute beauty. This most fehcitous object of vision is 
nothing other than the essential beauty of the Phaedo. There- 
fore, we may without hesitation take everything which Diotima 
^ See p. 89. “ See p. 66. 
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asserts about it as a supplement to that which we learned in 
the Phaedo about the supersensual reahties, or Ideas. Above 
I sketched its content only in a general way and I shall, there- 
fore, quote the main passage in full. 

“Suddenly he who has allowed himself to be guided thus 
far sees a most wonderful beauty, even that on which all his 
former efforts were directed; a beauty which is everlasting, 
and is neither becoming nor decaying, neither waxing nor 
waning. It is a beauty which is not fair in one respect and 
ugly in another, beautiful at one moment and not at another, 
or beautiful when compared with one thing and ugly when 
compared with another, or beautiful in one place and ugly in 
another, or beautiful for one individual and ugly for another. 
Nor wUl he see this beauty in any phenomenon, whether it 
be that of a face or of hands or of anything else in which the 
body participates, neither in words of any kind nor in science, 
nor is it to be seen in any other body whether that be of a 
living thing or of the earth or of heaven or of anything else; 
it is rather beauty in and by itself, beauty absolute, vmchange- 
able, always the same and always one; whereas all beautiful 
objects share in this absolute beauty in such a way that while 
they come into being and disappear, beauty absolute suffers 
no increase nor decrease, nor any other change. The true 
way to see beauty is to begin with the beautiful appearances 
here on earth and to use them as different levels or stages in 
the ascent to absolute beauty; to pass from one beautiful 
form to two and from two to all beautiful bodies, and from 
beautiful bodies to beautiful practices, and from beautiful 
practices to beautiful sciences until one arrives (with the aid 
of the particular sciences) at that science which has only 
absolute beauty for its object of knowledge and so attains the 
essence of beauty.^ . . . Let us imagine it possible for a man 
to see absolute beauty pure, clear, and unalloyed, not weighted 
down with flesh and blood and colours and the vain show of 
mortality, i.e., to see divine beauty itself in its simple form. 

^ axnd o eari koXov. 
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Do you think tliat life is meaningless for the man who looks 
in this direction and with his spiritual eye beholds absolute 
beauty and holds converse with it? Do you not reahze that 
life can only have meaning for him who sees absolute beauty 
and not its shadow; and since he beholds truth, he will produce 
true virtue and not its shadow?” 

In this whole discussion the word idea is not used. 

3. In the Cratyliis the question centres on the origin of words 
used to name the thing spoken of and the correctness of this 
naming. Hermogenes maintained that the meaning of words 
in any language is arbitrarily determined and agreed upon. 
Whatever name anyone may give to a thing is, therefore, the 
correct name for that thing. Thereupon Socrates asks whetlier, 
according to this opinion, it is not only the name but also the 
essence {ovaia) of things or of realities (oura) which is sub- 
jectively conditioned, and whether Protagoras was right when 
he said that man is the measure of all things, and whether 
these things, therefore, are as they appear to each individual, 
or whether he believes that there is an imchangeable objective 
reahty of things. In that case it would be true “that the things 
themselves have their own proper and permanent essence, 
that they are not distorted in their relation to us nor through 
our imagination in this or that direction; but rather that in 
and by themselves and in accordance with their own nature 
they are and behave as it was prescribed for them by nature.”^ 
This is not only true of what one ordinarily understands by 
“things” but also of their actions,^ which constitute a type of 
reality as much as the things themselves.® The fact is, Socrates 
maintains, that an action, e.g., weaving, can only be correctly 
executed when its own natural being as well as the object on 
which the action is directed and the means by which it is 
accomphshed are taken into consideration. Speaking also is an 
action, and its purpose and being are the exchange of thought 


' Apelt’s translation. 

’ iv Tt efSog rmv oiTtoi' elalv. 


* dt npaSeig dvruv. 
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or mutual understanding. Whoever wishes to speak correctly 
must heed the peculiar nature of things and the conditions 
of which he is speaking as well as the means at his command. 
Just as the weaver uses the shuttle as his instrument so the 
speaker makes use of words. As the shuttle, which was made 
by a different art, that of the carpenter, is given to the weaver 
who is an expert in his art and to whom the use of the shutde 
rightly belongs; so the use of words, which were formed by 
another, rightly belongs to him who understands the art of 
teaching. The skilled artisan who makes instruments regards 
notliing but the purpose which they are to serve. The car- 
penter forms the shuttle while “looking at what it is naturally 
best adapted to weave.”^ “Suppose a shuttle breaks; he will 
not, while making another, look at the broken shuttle; but 
rather to the Idea^ which guided him while making it.” This 
may be called the “essential (ideal) shuttle.”® The former of 
words, the creator of a language, proceeds in a similar manner. 
When making a thing, the tradesman takes into consideration 
special types of his ideal; e.g., in making shuttles, he will 
make different shuttles for fine weaving and for coarse weaving, 
and in doing so he will not be guided by his own whims,^ but 
rather by what best suits the needs of his purpose; yet he 
will do this in such a manner, so that each individual thing 
must represent the Idea or the fundamental characteristic of 
a shuttle® or of an awl. Similarly the creator of words must 
“know how to express in sounds and in syllables the proper 
name of each thing and to determine and to give all names 
with a view toward the essential name.”® In passing judgment 
on an instrument, the question is always whether its maker 
has expressed its fimdamental characteristic (TTjv avrrjp ISe'av). 
Thus the accomplishments of a Hellenic and a barbaric creator 

* Cratylus, 389a. - Or the form, the shape? sIkcivo to elSog. 

^ airto o sari KepKlg, 389b. 

* E.g., Tryv tfwaa KepKibu ikuoto) m^vKvlav (as is fitting for f/cdorto etSn 
v^dapLmoz) elg to iiiAov or to ^aet iKOffXip xp&naurv TrE<l>vKdg tig rd 
al&ripov xStig—-ovx olov &v adrdg fiovXrftf), aXX olov xriifivKe, 389c. 

® r6 r-^g KtpMog eldog. * avrd elKtlvo S iartv Svopa. 
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of words are of equal value, “provided both express in words, 
in whatever syllables they please, the fundamental character- 
istic of a particular object.”^ 

The comment is also made that only the expert who uses a 
tool, and not the one who produces it, is capable of passing 
judgment as to its worth. Accordingly the final judgment on 
the shuttle must be pronounced by the weaver, on the product 
of the shipbuilder by the helmsman, on the words of a language 
by him who knows how to converse with them intelhgently, 
how to use them in asking questions and in teaching, in short 
by the dialectician. Contrary to the original proposition, it 
seems to follow, “that the names of things are natural to 
them and that not every man is capable of naming things, 
but only he who looks at the name which each thing has by 
nature and who is able to express the true forms (etSo?) of 
things in letters and syllables.” 

Then follow long expositions of questions which do not 
concern us here. The final chapter, however, is relevant. In 
it we are told that something is to be said for the contention 
that the artificers of words were followers of the doctrine of 
Herachtus.^ But this position is not tenable. For when we 
speak of a beautiful in itself or a good in itself or of anything 
real in itself, we mean thereby an imchangeable reahty. And 
if it is not to be an error to characterize a thing as having such 
and such qualities, then the thing may not change while we 
are speaking of it, i.e., it cannot be m flux; it must rather 
retain its definite form (I 8 ea). Knowledge of the objective 
characteristic of a thing is possible only after this fashion. 
Also knowledge or knowing itself as an activity of the subject 
must, while it is taking place, retain its nature and charac- 

^ €(og dv TO Tov ovojuarog elSog dnoSiSM to TTpoayjKov iKaarq) ev oiroiaujovv 
avXXapalg^ 390a. Similarly it is said later, el iv iTepaig avXXa^alg . . . 
TO avrd atjfialvei, ovScv irpaypia . . icog dv eyKparyjg fj ^ avola tov 
vpdypLOTog d7]Xm)jj,hrj iv Tcp dvojuuTiy 394d. — ovakty which I translated by 
Hauptbestimmtheit, is nothing but purpose. 

2 This evidently was the meaning of Heracleiterus Cratylus, whom 
the young Plato is supposed to have had for his teacher. 
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teristic (it must maintain itself in its etSos). “If the knowing 
subject and the object known exist, and further, if the beauti- 
ful, the good, and every other object exist, then the things of 
which we were speaking evidently do not resemble a stream 
or a flux.” 

I have no doubt that in the Phaedo Plato wanted to refer 
back to these sections of the Symposium and the Cratylus, 
partly to substantiate them, and partly to enlarge upon them. 
They touch on what was there developed. The question arises : 
Do we have here what is ordinarily called Plato’s theory of 
Ideas? I shall not venture a definite answer until the related 
passages from the other dialogues which precede the Phaedo 
have been compared. In this further discussion, let us start at 
the very beginning. 

4. In the Laches someone wanted to define courage as remain- 
ing at one’s post in the rank and file, but then had to admit 
that courage shows itself also in other ways and in other 
circumstances. This gives rise to the problem “of indicating 
the common quality in this behaviour — this common quahty 
constitutes courage”; or of showing “what power it is which 
produces the same effect and which we designate by that 
name.” 

In the Protagoras the contention is advanced that words 
such as “justice” and “piety” used to designate the individual 
virtues stand for something real,^ and that it is immaterial 
whether one uses the norms or the adjectives “just” and 
“pious” in designating them. 

In the Euthyphro Socrates asks for information as to what 
piety and impiety are. In order to make clear that he seeks a 
general definition, he adds that the pious (the correct rehgious 
attitude or behaviour), as well as its opposite, is identical with 
itself in all the individual actions in which it appears, and that 
it has a unitary conceptual form.^ Euthyphro’s answer, in 

‘ vpdy/td ri„ 330c, 331. 

“ A unitary characteristic /j(av nvd ISeav. 
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which he justifies his present action as pious, does not satisfy 
Socrates. He rephes, “I did not ask you to give one or two 
examples of the many pious actions, but rather the essential 
form of piety^ in virtue of which everything pious is pious. 
You said that one Idea ISia) made the impious impious 
and another Idea made the pious pious. Teach me, therefore, 
to know this Idea, so that I may look upon it as the standard by 
which I may judge as pious those actions of yours and of 
others which are pious and those which are of a different 
nature as impious.” 

In the Greater Hippias, Socrates makes the following state- 
ment to the Sophist, whom he asks to define the concept 
“beautiful”: “Evidently the beautiful must have reahty^ from 
which all beautiful objects derive their beauty; just as those 
men who are wise are wise through their wisdom, which is 
something real; and as those who are just are just through 
their justice; and as everything which is good is good through 
the good.” 

In the Euthydemus, Socrates warns us not to jest about 
serious and beautiful things. And the Sophist asks him whether 
he has ever seen a beautiful thing. Certainly, he rephes; in 
fact, many. Were they different from the beautiful or were 
they identical with it? Greatly perplexed as to what to answer, 
Socrates replies that he had made the statement that they are 
different from the beautiful itself, yet that each of them has 
a certain beauty in it.® 

^ BKEivo avro to eldog. 2 287cf. 

^ TTOLpcazL rjivroi sKaarq) avrwv KaXXoc; ri, 301a. Certain people cling 
to irdpEaxL to prove by it that the author of the Euthydemus had 
already given the doctrine of Ideas the form which it has in the Phaedo 
and in the Symposium^ and that Trapt lvai and iTapaylyveadat on the one 
hand, and perixeiv on the other, are recognized designations for the 
relation of the Idea to the individual thing, and vice versa. If that 
were so, the indefinite KaXXog n should not be here. It would have to 
read Trdpeaxi /itVrot rotho dyud>g yi TTwg eKaarco a&zwv. The only correct 
tiling in this contention is that the difficulty of which the Phaedo 
makes so much, viz., the relationship of the universal to the par- 
ticular, is already noticed here. 
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5. The Mem returns to the question of the Protagoras as to 
whether virtue can be taught. Again Socrates says that in 
order to answer this question, one must first know what virtue 
is. Meno begins by ditferentiating between the virtues of men 
and women, those of old and young, and those of freemen 
and slaves. Thereupon Socrates asks for the common nature^ 
of virtue from which they derive their name. E.g., every figure 
is included in the comprehensive definition of figure as the 
limit of body. Since Meno does not succeed, in accordance 
with the example given, to give a usable definition of virtue, 
he encumbers the investigation with the proposition advanced 
by the eristics that there is no sense in looking for something 
which one does not already know. To weaken this argument 
Socrates uses a doctrine originating from another source, viz., 
the doctrine of the immortahty of the soul. As soon as one 
accepts this, it becomes evident that the soril brings knowledge 
with it from a former existence. This knowledge it had lost 
in the meantime; but if we seek, we shall find it again and 
shall recognize it as knowledge with which we were once 
familiar. The fact that the search after imknown truth is 
successful and has a rational justification is shown to Meno’s 
surprise in the solution of a geometrical problem (the deter- 
mining of the length of the sides of a square from the double 
area of a given square). 

The Mem reminds us not only of the Protagoras^ but also 
of the Euthyphro', for like the Euthyphro it rejects the attempt 
to arrive at a general definition through an enumeration of 
instances which come under a concept. It is also particularly 
close to the Phaedo. The immortality of the soul is taken up 
in both dialogues and in both cases it is used to prove the 
possibility of absolute knowledge of truth. AH knowledge is 
recollection of earlier experiences. In the Meno^ Socrates 
deduces this from the religious tradition of certain priests and 
priestesses regarding the nature and the destiny of the soul. 
In the Phaedo, one of the friends introduces it as a well- 

^ ev Tt eldoQ ravrov. 
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known doctrine of Socrates.^ As proof for the correctness of 
this position, he advances the explanation that by proper 
questioning, individuals may be led to discover a fact; “yet 
they would be incapable of doing this, unless they had know- 
ledge and right reason within them to draw out. That this is 
so is most clearly shown when we are confronted with geo- 
metrical figures and the like.” This remark in the Phaedo we 
may regard as a reference to the Meno. 

Let us make a careful comparison of what is said in the 
two dialogues. The Meno shows that the same answers to the 
questions about the relation of the sides and the areas of 
drawn squares are given with absolute certainty by different 
persons who intuit them. This shows an objective, vmiversally 
valid fact, the comprehension of which constitutes knowledge 
of truth. At once we become aware that the feeling of absolute 
certainty or evidence may be bound up with the comprehension 
of an objective fact. Thus the search for truth becomes meaning- 
ful, and we are encouraged in the search for it. For Meno’s 
trend of thought, this knowledge serves only as a justification 
of the attempt to determine the concept of virtue. Because 
of the difficulties involved, this attempt is abandoned and is 
replaced by the familiar contention, known to us from the 
Protagoras, tliat if virtue can be taught (certain observations 
seem to testify to the contrary), it must consist in knowledge. 

With reference to determining a concept, the claim is also 
made that a concept, in order to be useful, must include all 
individual cases or forms and must, therefore, give their 
fundamental characteristic (etSos). If we compare this with 
the directions given in the Euthyphro for determining a concept, 
we find that they are synonymous.^ The question here seems 
to be concerned with a purely logical relationship. 

But in the Phaedo we have more. Even the basis is more 

* 72c. 

“ Only in expression do they show greater liberties in that the con- 
ceptual characteristics are designated by the words eltfoj and idea-, 
evidently these words are regarded as of equal value. 
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certain, because here the doctrine about the a priori element 
of knowledge in the soul is not treated as a mere hypothetical 
thought, but as a fact which is to warrant the conclusion about 
the imperishability of the soul. 

Yet the most striking peculiarity of the Phaedo — it matters 
httle whether it is in agreement with its inner content or 
not — is that the independent existence of this a priori element 
is emphasized, and that it is considered as the cause not merely 
of properly naming the phenomena observed by us, the know- 
ing subjects, but also of their objective characteristics or that 
which essentially belongs to them. But the uncertainty still 
remains whether this independence is already assumed in the 
earlier dialogues. I should like to believe this and in this 
sense imderstand the saying of the Protagoras that the words 
justice and piety, if rightly understood, mean “something 
real.” This statement recurs in the Hippias with reference to 
the beautiful. The Laches seems to betray the same view even 
more where it is asked that it be shown what power it is which, 
in its uniform activity, produces that in the individual instance 
which we call courage.^ At any rate, the independent existence 
of the content of the concept is not emphasized much in the 
earlier dialogues. And it is certainly no accident that such 
expressions as “size or power in itself, the just, the good 
itself, the equal itself. Being itself, essential Being” or “that 
which essentially is, the essence of beauty itself, divine beauty, 
true virtue” are almost completely absent in the earlier dialogues. 
We may say that, while at first it is the logical need of clarifying 
the concept (which aims at uncontradictory and comprehensive 
definition) which gives direction to the philosophical investi- 
gation, this is later overbalanced by an ontological and meta- 
physical interest. Or to put it perhaps a little more correctly: 
the epistemological and ontological side, which belongs to 
every soimd, logical exposition, comes more and more to the 
fore. Logic would be childish play if it did not constantly 
seek to apply its laws to an actually experienced reality or to 
* Cf. above, pp. 32, 33. 
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one capable of being experienced. To make oneself understood 
by means of language is only possible when what we say is 
not subjectively arbitrary but has an objective basis. No doubt, 
this is the conception of every person who has not been con- 
fused and confounded by eristics and subtle hyper-criticism. 
It seems to me that, aside from the doctrine of innate know- 
ledge, which has to be valued in and by itself, all Platonic 
propositions which caused us some difficulty intended essen- 
tially to express and to prove this very thing. 

Bonitz is not necessarily wrong when he characterizes the 
Platonic theory of Ideas as: “that the WHAT of the logical 
concept as such has objective reality.” One can at least associate 
an unquestionable meaning with these words. Yet it would 
be clearer to say that according to Plato’s teaching only an 
idea whose content is based on objective reality (i.e., its what 
has objective reality) may be used as a logical concept. As 
long as an idea has not been given an objective basis, it has 
not yet been refined into a concept. In other words, I can 
conceive the Platonic Idea as the expression of the simple 
principle that every properly formed idea has a firm basis in 
objective reality. This doctrine followed almost of itself with 
logical necessity from the postulate which Plato took over 
from Socrates, to wit, that there must be an ineffaceable 
difference between good and bad, between true and false. 

I am convinced that all relevant propositions which have 
appeared in the dialogues up to the Phaedo, and which I have 
carefully brought together here and reviewed, find their 
explanation most naturally in this conception. Let us see 
whether this also holds for the later dialogues. 

6. The first attempt is to be made with the Republic. 

In another connection (p. 81) our attention was called to 
the discussion of the Idea of the good as that was given in the 
Republic. At that time we confined ourselves to a few pre- 
liminary remarks about the meaning of this discussion and 
we must, therefore, return to it once more. It was said that 
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the highest object of knowledge which the education of a 
prospective statesman (ruler) must strive for is the Idea of 
the good. When Socrates is called upon to explain this highest 
good more precisely, he says that the task is too difficult. 
When he is pressed, he reminds^ his hearers “of what he 
had said in the preceding discussion, as well as frequently 
elsewhere.” To wit, “we affirm that there is multiplicity of 
things beautiful, of things good, in fact, of everything, and 
these many things we describe and define. . . . And there 
is an essential beauty and an essential good; similarly we 
assume of all things, which we regarded as many, a funda- 
mental unity (or Idea) which exists as a single entity; conse- 
quently we speak of the essential Being of each thing.”^ This 
is, in fact, the oft-mentioned teaching of the Symposium, the 
Cratylus, and the Phaedo. The content of the passage which 
precedes this passage in the Republic, and to which Plato 
refers, is essentially the following : The true philosopher, with- 
out exception, seeks to know each thing. In his search for 
truth he is not limited to this or to that thing. He seeks to 
know the real, simple nature of things, and does not confine 
himself to the varied external accidents of a phenomenon. 
For example, he seeks to see beauty in its essence’ or to see 
the uniform Idea of the beautiful which he differentiates from 
beautiful tones, or colours, or bodily form, all of which only 
participate in absolute beauty; consequently, because of its 
relation to external things or actions or to other Ideas,^ absolute 
beauty appears manifold. The same is true of the good itself, 
the just itself, the hideous, the bad, the unjust, etc. In all this 
the philosopher is interested in knowledge, a knowledge® that 
springs from a clear and an alert consciousness. The multi- 
tude, on the other hand, or the common people who cannot 
free themselves from the multiplicity of appearances and who, 

* It is a reference similar to one we had in the Phaedo. Cf. pp. 89, 94!. 

^ Idiav fitav iKuarov wg fudg aih'tjg nOdvreg 8 dariv dKaarov TTpocrayopevo/nev, 
507b. ^ avrov rov KaXov rip} <f)vaiv. 

^ rfj Tcov TTpd^eow Kal (rofidrfjov kqI dXXrjXcov (sc. rcov elScov) Koivcovlq, 

® yvco/Lirjy or 477a yvdjatg. 
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like those in a dream, mistake the copy for the original, always 
guess or conjecture and their conception of things may be 
called opinion (8d^a). If they claim knowledge, we must 
remind them that all knowledge has Being, reahty, for its 
object. Non-Being Qiri 6v) cannot be an object of knowledge. 
Whatever does not exist is altogether unloiowable, just as 
perfect Being is completely knowable.^ If at one and the same 
time a thing existed and did not exist and so occupied an 
intermediate position between pure Being and nothing, there 
would also have to be a corresponding knowledge which 
occupies an intermediate position between ignorance and 
knowledge. In fact, we not merely set absolute knowledge 
over against not-knowing or ignorance (aywia), which is with- 
out an object; but also opinion, which is subject to error, 
and we thereby ascribe to it a special meaning or power. On 
this is based the assumption that opinion must have a different 
sphere or object other than knowledge, to which we must 
ascribe the power or faculty of knowing. We cannot distinguish 
one power from another (i.e., one faculty from another) by 
any other characteristics except those of its object and its 
consequences.^ The object of knowledge is Being; and the 
purpose of knowledge is to know Being in its true nature. 
The object of opinion must, therefore, be different from Being. 
Yet it caimot be identified with Non-Being (/xt) 6v), which is 
the correlative concept of not-knowing (or ignorance). There- 
fore, the object of opinion occupies an intermediate position 
between Being and Non-Being. What was previously assumed 
as hypothetical, as sharing in Being and Non-Being, now 
appears before us as real, and this special object of opinion 
gives opinion its special meaning and determines its position 
between not-knowing and knowing. 

However, we must consider this object of opinion still 
further. Those good people who do not wish to hear anything 
of the unchangeable Idea (tSea — ^form) of beauty and who 
caimot bear being told of one beauty, one piety, one justice, 
* 477a. * Or purpose. 
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because they always look at the many appearances of the 
Idea, can nevertheless inform us whether all these individual 
appearances do not contradict each other. They cannot deny 
that a beautiful form, which is pleasing to the eye, a beautiful 
coloiu: or a voice, may be ugly in some other way; what appears 
just to them may at the same time appear as unjust; what 
is supposed to be double may also be considered as half that 
amoimt; and what is supposed to be heavy may be considered 
as light, etc. In short, all the appearances and actions of which 
they speak may just as well be considered to be the opposite 
of that which they are designated to be and are, therefore, 
neither. They are intermediate between Being and Non-Being. 
He who only knows and recognizes such tilings and who 
directs his striving toward them has opinion only, not know- 
ledge, and he is a friend of opinion and appearances whereas 
he who loves and sees the xmchangeablc realities themselves 
has knowledge, and is a friend of wisdom and of truth.^ 

Some of these propositions probably need further explana- 
tion; but we shall leave them for die present, so as not to 
push into the background other passages of the Republic in 
which the Ideas are spoken of as objective realities. 

They are found in the last book and in the following con- 
nection: In order to have a firm basis for judging the produc- 
tion of the arts and crafts, we must investigate the nature of 
imitation. In doing so we “may take our departure from our 
usual method. In every case “we have assumed one Idea® for 
all the particular things to which we apply the same name . . . 
e.g., there are many beds and many tables, but only two 
Ideas^ of these household articles, one of the bed and one 
of the table. . . . We have also said that the producer of each 
of these articles looks at the Idea while he makes the individual 
bed or table for our use . . . since no craftsman produces the 
Idea.”® And immediately following, “The master carpenter, 
as we have just found, does not construct the Idea,® which 


^ (l)iX6do^o(;, 
^ Idiai. 


2 (f>iX6(TO(ffog. 

^ 596ab. 


® eldog XI ev. 
® eldog. 
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we consider to be the essential bed,^ but only a particular bed. 
And if he does not produce the Idea, then that which he 
produces is not real.”^ And again, “Whether God did not 
wish to make, or whether necessity prevented him from making, 
more than one bed in nature,® the fact is that he made only 
one essential bed. Under no conditions will God permit two 
or more such beds to come into being. For if God were to 
make only two beds, a single bed would have to make its 
appearance whose essential characteristic (elSos) or form the 
other two beds would have to share; and this one bed would 
be the essential bed.”‘‘ 

7. Let us proceed to the Phacdrus. In a beautiful picture, 
which is to present before our eyes the enigmatical many- 
sidedness of the human soul and its dual striving, Plato gives 
a poetical characterization of the world of Ideas. The charioteer 
of the soul with difficulty drives the unequal horses; he has 
to give battle constantly to the wild sensuality of the one 
horse; and while heeding the call of love (Eros), he directs 
his desires and the flight of his soul towards the highest 
celestial realm where the gods dwell and pursue their course, 
happy in their beatific vision. Only falteringly can a human 
tongue describe what is to be seen and what transpires here. 

“Colourless, formless, intangible Being® is visible only to 
reason, the pilot of the soul; around this Being and in this 
place dwells true knowledge. Here dwell divine reason, wliich 
is nourished by intelligence and pure knowledge, and the 
reason of every soul, which is privileged to receive its due 
inheritance when, after a long period of separation, it sees 
pure Being once more; here reason finds its satisfaction, 
nourishment, and joy in the vision of truth.” Here it sees 
“absolute justice, absolute temperance, and absolute know- 
ledge; not that which comes into Being, nor that which is 
different when it has for its object one of those things which 

^ o eari KXivr]. ^ ov to ov. ® h rfj <j)vaei. * 597C. 

® ^ dxpcojuardi; re kqI daxrjfidricrcog Kal dva(f)i]q ovala dvr cog odaa^ 247c. 
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we now consider as real; but rather real knowledge whose 
object is real Being the same is true of the other real Beings.^ 
. . . That soul which follows a god best and resembles him 
most closely raises the head of its charioteer into the outer 
region of space and accompanies the gods in their journey 
about the cosmos ; but because it is encumbered by its horses, 
it contemplates Being with great difficulty; while another soul 
rises and sinks and, because the horses have their way, it 
observes some things but not others. The rest of the souls 
also long after the upper world and follow the procession; 
but as their energy is inadequate, they are carried aroimd 
below the surface; and in their effort to be first, they trample 
one another and interfere with each other. ... A soul which 
has never seen the truth cannot enter a human body; for it 
is necessary that man have knowledge of concepts and univer- 
sals which subsume many particular objects of sense and bind 
them into conceptual imity.^ This knowledge is recollection 
of those things which our soul once saw when it followed its 
god, and when it raised itself above what we now call reality 
into the realm of pure Being and contemplated it.” “Not all 
souls easily remember the things above by the aid of the 
things here below, as some may have seen them but a short 
time; whereas others may have forgotten the holy things 
which they once contemplated; because in their fall to earth, 
they had the misfortune of getting into evil company and 
turned to the practice of injustice. Few, indeed, are those who 
retain an adequate memory of them. When they see an image 
of the things above, they are seized by an incomprehensible 
wonder and, because they lack clear knowledge, they do not 
know what affects them. Justice and temperance and whatever 
else is of value for the soul have their earthly copies, which 
appear but dimly; and it is but seldom and with great difficulty 
that, with the aid of the dull senses with which we approach 

^ T^v iv (J) o ecTTiv ov ovrcog iTTt(TT/jiu)]p o^aav^ 2476. ® ovra ovrwg. 

® Sel yap dvOpcoirov awievai kgt* elSog Xeydpievov, iK TioXXibv idv alcrdT^aecov 
eig iv Xoyia/aq) avvaipavp,evov^ 249b. 
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the copies, a few recognize the real nature of their original. 
Beauty once spread its bright rays upon us when we followed 
the band of Zeus or that of other gods; then we saw and 
contemplated bhssful spectacles and were initiated into the 
mysteries which may be called most blessed, so as to celebrate 
them in a state of perfection, still untainted by all the evil 
which awaited us at a later time. We approached perfect, 
pure, imchangeable, and happy visions which we beheld shining 
in pure light. Then we were still pure and untainted by what 
we call our body, in which we are now imprisoned like the 
oyster in its shell.” 

8. Let us again pause to make certain comparisons. I believe 
that what is set forth in the Republic and the Phaedrus is in 
agreement with the proposition which I advanced above (p. 105); 
viz., that the Platonic Idea means nothing other than that 
each correctly formed concept is grounded in objective reality. 
All that needs to be added is that each Idea has as its content 
a universal relation and not the individual appearance. If any- 
one believes that fantasies have anything to do with the doctrine 
of Ideas, it will be foxmd that he has xmcritically accepted 
Aristotle’s objections to the Ideas. As can be shown, these 
objections are based in important points on a perverted inter- 
pretation of the Platonic Ideas.^ Such an individual has com- 
mitted the common and gross error of certain expositors of 
Plato, an error against which we cannot warn sufficiently, viz., 
to consider the fantastic pictures of the Platonic myths and 
the closely related poetic pictures of the Symposium^ the 
Republic, and the Phaedrus to be on the same level with the 
methodically attained results of scientific investigation. 

To make my position clearer, I shall give a fuller account 
of the theory of Ideas. When Plato first responded to his 
artistic impulse and began his literary activity, his purpose 
was probably none other than to sketch vivid scenes of Socrates’ 

^ Compare, e.g., the final chapter, Die Aristotelische Kritik der 
Ideenlehre, of Natorp’s Platos Ideenlehre. 
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Stimulating art of instruction; these portrayals were to arouse 
the attention and interest of others in this remarkable man. 
While Socrates was engaged in conversation with impression- 
able youths, with mature men who prided themselves on their 
philosophy of life, and with bloated sophists, questions con- 
cerning the value of traditional moraUty took first place. 
Socrates was chiefly interested in the right understanding of 
these questions. At the same time, Plato sketched Socrates’ 
usual method of taking simple analogies from everyday Ufe 
and of comparing individual cases, so as to determine their 
common characteristic and to bring them together in a defini- 
tion. Epistemological problems, which seem to have been far 
from Socrates’ thought, appear in Plato’s thought as early as 
the Charmides-, they do not receive his serious attention, how- 
ever, imtil we come to the Euthydemus, the Cratylus, and the 
Mem. The occasion for introducing them is the appearance 
of controversialists (“eristics” or “anti-logicians”) who satisfy 
their vanity by pledging themselves to refute every assertion 
advanced by another. Setting out from Protagoras’ saying that 
man is the measure of all things and from the doctrine of 
Herachtus that all things are in constant flux, restlessly passing 
from one state into its opposite, they concluded that every 
view is as correct as the contradictory one. In opposition to 
this contention, Plato passionately and emphatically maintains 
that there is a truth which transcends every personal opinion 
and whim, and which excludes all objections and all subjective 
arbitrariness; and he makes it his sacred duty to show how 
this objective truth may be attained. Everyone understands 
the word “true” as expressing a definite relation of our ideas 
and assertions to reality. That thing is true which is as we 
conceive and predicate it. As Plato weighs the objections which 
were destroying this conception of truth, he finds that the 
Heracliteans are right as far as the physical objects, the things 
perceived by our senses, are concerned. The concepts and 
terms which we employ when predicating something per- 
manently retain the meanings attributed to them and are. 
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therefore, only adapted to designate the permanent charac- 
teristics or the essences determined by them. From this Plato 
concludes — and I believe with irrefutable logic — if there are 
TRUE PREDICATIONS AND A CORRECT NAMING OF THINGS, THIS 
TRUTH AND CORRECTNESS CAN ONLY BE GROUNDED IN A REALITY 
WHICH IS ALSO IMMUTABLE. OUR THOUGHTS AND WORDS MUST 
REFER TO THIS REALITY. In fact, in our predications concerning 
any individual object, we refer to something universal which 
that object has in common with many other individual things. 
The word used when designating these things subsumes them 
or their characteristics under a general concept. The charac- 
teristics of this general concept must be objectively based in 
nature if our ideas are correctly formed. This, it seems to me, 
is the basic thought of the doctrine of Ideas, which is very 
explicitly expressed in the Cratylus without even using the 
words ethos and Ihia in the decisive passages. The same view 
is expressed in the Phaedo, It is also at the basis of the exposi- 
tion of 102b where elhrf is used to designate the objectively 
real species. I am convinced that all these propositions 
OF Plato are absolutely correct, and every one has to 
admit as much, unless he is willing to be engulfed by Prota- 
gorean subjectivism which, as Plato shows in the Theaetetus^ 
permits no difference between truth and falsehood. This sub- 
jectivism would preclude all understanding or rational inter- 
change of thought and only idle babbling would remain.^ 

^ As I have shown in Chapter 10, Vol. 2 of my work, Platon (cf. 
also p. 124)5 Meinong’s Gegenstandsphilosophie and Husserl’s Phdno- 
menalismus gradually lead us away from the twisted and stilted 
subtilizing of the Neo-Kantians and back to the rational position of 
the ancients, especially to the Platonic viewpoint which K. Chr. 
Planck of contemporary thinkers has always maintained. The view 
often attributed to Plato by Aristotle that Plato believed he had solved 
the riddle by introducing the term Idea, in which objective reality 
exists and by means of which we can grasp and describe it, is a com- 
plete misunderstanding of Plato’s position, as one can see from the 
Republic 596a (and other passages) where the doctrine of Ideas is 
described as the beginning and the “customary method” of investi- 
gation. He who characterizes the doctrine of Ideas in this manner 
cannot see the final result in it. 


h 
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The question arises whether Plato did not go beyond these 
propositions, and so fall into error; whether certain of his 
contentions about the independent existence of the Ideas and 
their relation to the individual objects did not take him into 
the realm of idle fancy. To clarify this point, we must consider 
more closely certain passages of the Phaedo and the Republic. 

We have noticed that Plato is very hesitant to say an)rthing 
definite as to how the individual object is determined by the 
general characteristic of the species.^ Nor does he cease to 
show that our conceptual definitions have their basis in sense- 
perception.2 Yet the Phaedo contains a few remarkable asser- 
tions. We read in 76de: As certainly as the concept of the 
good, the beautiful, etc., has objective reality, and as certainly 
as it is this reality to which we refer the characteristics of our 
sense-stimuli as something present in us before the perceptions, 
so certain is the pre-existence of the human soul. The one 
assumption stands and falls with the other. And again, the 
immaterial realities are to be seen or felt by our mind. Even 
though this expression may only be taken figuratively — since 
we are here dealing with the immaterial — nevertheless we are 
led by this picture to think of the knowing process after the 
analogy of sense-perception (sight and touch). And if we 
follow Socrates’ exposition in the Phaedo and think of our 
souls as existing in and by themselves, stripped of all sensi- 
bihty, freed from the bondage of the body and yet® endowed 
with certain spiritual powers and abihties, then it is also in 
order that the objects with which the soul is supposed to be 
able to come in contact and to which it is related — z. fact 
which Plato stresses — must also be divested of everything 
which binds them to the things of sense, the objects of our 
perception. That would indeed be fantastic. To become fully 
conscious of the fantastic aspect of such a teaching, it is neces- 
sary to ask: What is the relation of the invisible reahties (Ideas) 
to the things of sense, if the things of sense derive their names 
from and are supposed to have their Being and essence in the 
^ Phaedo, looc. * Phaedo, 75a. * Phaedo, 70b. 
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Ideas? Where shall we say that these invisible reahties exist? 
These are the questions which Aristotle raises in his criticism 
of Plato’s theory of Ideas. 

But perhaps it is only a misunderstanding of Plato’s lan- 
guage which leads him to this criticism. Those individuals 
who are accustomed to look at Plato’s philosophy through 
Aristotle’s spectacles partly excuse the shortcomings which 
they find in his philosophy on the groimd that Plato was 
trapped in his thought by certain ambiguities of the Greek 
language. I, on the contrary, beheve that these individuals 
have not sufficiently observed the ambiguity inherent in every 
language, an ambiguity which must be sought in the fact 
that words refer primarily to the sense realm, and that it is 
only secondarily by figurative use that some of them refer to 
spiritual things. The less a language has been used to express 
abstract thoughts, the more is he who speaks of invisible things 
subject to grave misunderstandings. Such misunderstandings, 
therefore, can only be excluded from the discussion of deep, 
philosophical problems when the listener pays close attention 
and makes a genuine effort to understand the arguments. 
Besides, discussions of this kind are always under great hmi- 
tations; for in presenting their subject matter, they scarcely 
ever have accessible means to express their thought, and, 
therefore, can only hint at, rather than demonstrate, their 
point. With little effort we could cite numerous passages in 
which modern writers, while expounding ontological questions, 
use words very much in the same way as Plato makes use of 
them in the Phaedo; yet no one has attributed to them the 
naive meanings which Aristotle has attributed to those of 
Plato, and which certain modem interpreters accept on good 
faith. I regard it as profitable to give a selection of such 
passages at this point. 

9. Goethe, in his Versuch einer Witterungslehre of the year 
1825, writes: “The tme, which is identical with the divine, 
can never be known directly by us. We see it only in its 
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reflection, in the example, the symbol, in isolated and related 
phenomena; we experience it as imperceptible life, and yet 
we cannot suppress the desire to apprehend it. This is true 
of all phenomena of the sensible world.” And again: “Be it 
noted that there is a great difference among the phenomena. 
The primeval phenomenon, the purest of all, never contradicts 
itself in its eternal simplicity; whatever is derived from it 
suffers condensation, friction, and gives us only obscurities.” 
On his Italian journey he wrote in his diary for April 17, 1787: 
“In the face of so many new and renewed forms, the old 
notion came to me again whether I could not discover among 
these forms the primeval plant. There must be such a plant, 
else how could I know that this or that form is a plant unless 
all are fashioned after the same pattern? I endeavoured to 
investigate in what particulars the many deviating forms 
differed from each other. I always found them more alike than 
different. If I wanted to use my botanical terminology, I could 
do so, but it was of no avail; this disquieted me witliout helping 
me.” In his Erkenntnistheoretische Logik^ p. 107, Schuppe 
writes, “If we are fortunate enough to know the thought- 
process as such in its real nature and in all its forms, the 
result is the same for the thought-process in all fields as it is 
for the specialized fields if we are fortunate enough to grasp 
in all species and individuals the essential nature of the concept 
animal, as comprising certain simple events which, according 
to material and environmental circumstances, produce well- 
known and varied, curious forms according to a necessary law 
now evident to us; or if we should succeed in defining the 
concept justice in such a way, so that all possible instances of 
justice could be conceived as following from its distinct, funda- 
mental nature.” After Chamberlain has made it clear in his 
Grundlagen des ig. Jahrhunderts how races are formed, how 
they become solidified and perfected, and how on the other 
hand they pass away, he writes, I, p. 31 1 f, “What is this 
race if it is not a collective concept (idea) for a series of indi- 
vidual bodies? The individuals are bound together by an 
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invisible, yet real power, which is grounded in objective facts. 
It is true that the race consists of individuals; yet the indi- 
vidual can only attain the complete and the noblest develop- 
ment of its powers (Anlage) within certain conditions which 
are subsumed under the term ‘race’ . . “This is as much 
a fact of nature as any other. The only difference is that here, 
as with all phenomena of life, we are far from being able to 
analyse and explain them.” And again on p. 294, “. . . Since 
race is not merely a word, but an organic living thing, it 
follows that it is not stationary.” 

As these quotations from present-day scholars are expressed, 
they are no less ambiguous and, if you please, no less fantastic 
than what Plato has at any time said about the Ideas of natural 
objects.^ Yet these words have a rational meaning. For Goethe’s 
primeval plant can be substituted the concept plant in the 
same sense as Schuppe speaks of the discoverable concept 
animal, the definition of which, he thinks, will be of great 
value to scientific zoology. We might substitute for this the 
principle of form or the law of form {Bildungsgesetz) of plants 
and of animals. The primeval phenomenon is never explicitly 
given; it is not visible and is not tangible; it is never specifically 
and purely realized, but is always accompanied by distorting 
or at least confusing admixtures. And yet, as Chamberlain 
says of the concept race, it is “not an arbitrary concept.” As 
Goethe observes, it is only by comparison that we are able 
“to know that this or that form” belongs to a definite group, 
and is to be designated by the name expressly appUed to the 
individual phenomena of this group. Every such classification 
and division has as its purpose, while it synthesizes and 
analyses, to make possible analogical conclusions and thus to 
simplify and to facilitate the knowing process. It is always 
based on the thought that there must be a natural bond which 
unites the many characteristics. If some characteristics of 
different phenomenal complexes are related in a similar fashion, 

^ We shall not encounter these Ideas until we come to the later 
dialogues. 



li8 THE ESSENCE OF PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY 

it is to be expected that these complexes are alike in other 
respects — ^and that, therefore, from other characteristics of one 
thing we may infer similar characteristics of another thing. 
The fact that one system of classification seems to be better 
than another, even though both^ include all the material (in 
their fields), can only be explained on the groimd that classifi- 
cation is not merely subjective, but that it has an objective 
basis. In my opinion, this objective basis of a concept is the 
Platonic Idea; and it matters little where the objective basis 
is foimd, or whether the concept be that of the genus or of 
the species. Chamberlain does not go far enough when he says 
of the relation of the individual and race, “the individual can 
only attain the fullest and noblest development of his powers 
within certain conditions included in the term ‘race.’ ” In 
fact, if mankind is divided into races, the individual cannot 
exist without belonging to a race (tmless he is a hybrid of 
different races). A living being (animal, ^<pov) cannot exist 
unless it is a mammal, a bird, a fish, an insect, a worm, or 
some other form of life. And yet the mere possession of the 
characteristics of its class does not enable it to exist; it must 
have such other characteristics as constitute the genus, the 
species, and the sub-species if it is to receive and maintain its 
life at a definite place in space and for a definite time. 

It is indisputable that the existence of the individual as 
phenomenon is different from that of the concept genus and 
species. It is also true that the concepts, when compared, 
have different degrees of existence depending on their logical 
order — e.g., the concept life is different from the concept man 
or the concept Hellene. But of an entirely different nature 
from all of these is the concept of minotaurs, harpies, centaurs, 
or the concept of a being half man and half animal (Tiermensch), 
which logically subsumes them. For the former, to speak with 
Plato’s Parmenides, the prototypes exist in nature for the 
latter they do not — at least not as a combination of charac- 

* As examples we may take the two botanical systems : the “natural” 
and the “artificial” of Linne. “ Parmenides, i'i 2 d, iv rfj <f>vaei. 
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teristics which we ascribe to them; they are rather a new 
whole chimerically constructed by the imagination from 
separate elements of experience. I should hesitate to say of 
a generic concept what Chamberlain says of the concept 
“race,” that it is “an organic living thing,” for I know from 
Plato’s critics that everything clear and good which can be 
predicated of an object does not save it from the reproach of 
being fantastic, a reproach which may be due to a single, 
carelessly used expression. Yet no one will question the fact 
that the concept race has an objective basis which is bound 
up with perception or, to express it more concretely, with the 
common blood, as well as with climatic influences. Because 
of climatic differences, races which were originally closely 
related have very likely become differentiated. The objectivity 
of this concept can be demonstrated ad oculus by the form 
of the skull, the skeleton, facial features, skin, and hair. These 
objective facts make the assertion that an individual belongs 
to this or that race true or false. No one will deny this statement, 
Aristotle also criticized the words which Plato used to 
express the relationship of the individuals to the Idea, i.e., 
that the Idea is in the things, etc. He who considers carefully 
the passages which speak of this relation will find that they 
will give the honest and unprejudiced observer httle cause 
for reproach, and that they express no fantasy. The greatest 
temptation to consider the object of thought as separated from 
the object of sense — as Aristode interpreted Plato’s position — 
is due to the fact that this doctrine is closely related to that of 
immortahty and to the theory that learning is only recollection 
of a knowledge which we bring from a previous existence. 
If one thinks of the personal pre-existence of the individual 
man and attempts to picture this pre-earthly condition, one 
necessarily falls into all kinds of fantasies. I must admit that 
for Plato personal immortality was a serious problem, and that 
his whole exposition, and especially the trend of his argument 
in the Phaedo, urges us to accept it. For him, immortality 
includes the pre-existence of the individual. In trying to make 
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this thought clear to himself and to us, he creates in his 
imagination an invisible realm, separate from the earthly 
existence, as the place of incorporeal souls. Since these souls 
must be active, he must provide for them, as knowing subjects, 
a world of immaterial objects. However, I am of the opinion 
that Plato was conscious of this fact, and in this whole dis- 
cussion he gives the impression that he does not attain scien- 
tific truth in these expositions.^ If there is no definite position 
in the Phaedo about the doctrine of immortality, but only 
hesitation and deliberation, I believe it to be equally true that 
the Phaedo contains no fixed dogma about the doctrine of the 
other-worldliness of the Ideas.v^ 

10. The question still remains, how is it with the doctrine of 
learning as recollection? It seems to me that the passage 
in the Phaedo on which Plato puts the greatest emphasis is 
the one in which the cause of coming into and passing out of 
Being is explained. Its meaning for all purely scientific investi- 
gation is essentially methodological. The whole discussion 
assumes^ the existence of objective, immutable realities. And 
we are told that this assumption might be questioned. To 
make sure that it is tenable, one would first of all have to 
examine all conclusions which can be deduced from it. If they 
contradict each other, then the assumption on which they 
were based is evidently untenable. If the conclusions do not 
contradict each other, the assumption is still not established. 
To make sure that the assumption is correct, one would have 
to infer it from a higher, more universal assumption (which 
would be more certain than the less universal assumptions),^ 
and finally it would have to be inferred mediately from a pro- 
position which would be immediately intuited, i.e., from a 
LKavov^ an axiom. To clarify this matter, we shall attempt to 
support the assumption of these immutable realities. They are 

^ They were based on widespread, popular conceptions. 

2 vTToQeaiQ. 

® lOld, a\Xt]v atT viroBtaiv imoOtfievog, fjfrig rdjv avoOev pfXrlcTTrj (jxxlvoiro. 
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to explain the individual happenings in this world. For example, 
to the question why did one thing by division become two, 
the answer is because the thing in question participated in the 
form or Idea of duality. To the question. Why did the stone 
get hot? we can answer, because fire brought it in relation 
with the Idea of warmth. But this answer wiU only satisfy him 
who assumes with us the existence of unchangeable realities 
of definite content.^ If this assumption is questioned, then 
we must try to discover on what firmer basis it rests. This 
basis I believe to be the simple proposition that true and false 
ideas are by nature fundamentally different. Plato regards this 
as incontestable, as an axiom. He himself is not only con- 
vinced of this, but he opines that every human being believes 
in this difference, even though the Sophists (eristics) at times 
pretend not to understand it or not to regard it as self-evident. 

Is such a regress from one hypothesis to another really 
recollection?- Or does the certainty of such a proposition rest 
on recollection in the same way that yes and no exclude each 
other, and if the affirmation is true, the negation must be false? 
I do not believe that such was ever Plato’s meaning. In the 
Mem, which introduces the thought that learning could consist 
in recollection, the explanation is given in the remarkable 
statement, “Since all of nature is akin and our soul has learned 
to know everything, nothing stands in man’s way (in this 
learning process) to discover everything for himself if he is 
reminded of a single fact; provided he is courageous and does 
not faint in his search.”® Here we must ask: Why does one 
need recollection as a starting-point in such a “kinship of all 
nature” — in such a dependence of one thing on another, in 
such universal, causal relationship? It would seem that any 
and every experience taken from our own observation would 
suffice. Already in the Gorgias, we have the fine psychological 
observation that in our search for an understanding with others 
we have to set out from the facts with which every individual 
is familiar through his own experience. “If human beings, in 
^ An avr 6 6 KaoTov 0 ear IV, ^ dvdiuv7]atg. ^ 8ic, 
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spite of all their individual differences, did not have funda- 
mentally the same experiences, moreover, if an individual 
experienced everything as different from what others experience 
it, it would not be easy to commimicate our own experience 
to someone else.” He who has not experienced the incom- 
patibility of an affirmation with a negation as fimdamental, 
and who would appeal to his own experience for evidence to 
the contrary, would be an idiot with whom it would be impos- 
sible to come to an imderstanding. If the hypothesis about the 
existence of immutable realities is based on the more funda- 
mental assumption of the incompatibihty of an affirmation and 
a negation, it is so well grounded by merely referring the 
former hypothesis to the latter that a rational individual can 
no longer question it. Every other attempt which might be 
made to give it an objective basis is superfluous. A mytho- 
logical basis taken from priests, priestesses, and wise men of 
old can have no greater value than the mythological element 
in Plato’s writings. 

It will not be superfluous to make a few comments. In the 
second book of the Republic, Plato has given us definite hints 
as to how he approves the practice of beginning children’s 
education by telling them fairy tales which are fictitious or 
false, but which nevertheless contain a certain amount of truth. 
Under certain conditions he finds it even justifiable to tell 
similar lies or inventions to adults; for example, stories about 
pre-historic times, relating events which cannot be accurately 
known by anyone. The reason for using such fictions is peda- 
gogical. It cannot be expected that the listeners can follow 
a scientific explanation and grasp the naked truth. It is hoped 
that in this way they will receive the proper conviction rather 
than a clear knowledge of things, and that false opinions will 
thus be eliminated. At times even another reason enters, viz., 
that the listener or reader is to be made, by the use of rhetorical 
and mythological decorations, more receptive for a more diffi- 
cult scientific investigation, or that his intellectual appetite is 
to be stimulated, so that he will set out from the assumptions 
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and in accordance with the hints of the myth will search for 
the truth. However, without exception it is true of the myths, 
of the stories, and of the teachings of wise men and women 
which Plato puts into the mouth of Socrates, as well as of the 
parables, that only the kernel is true; that the shell, or cloak, 
is not to be taken literally. 

If we apply this fundamental proposition to the doctrine 
of recollection in our knowledge of the Idea of a phenomenon 
or of a single psychic experience, it seems to mean nothing 
else but what we to-day express in the Kantian terminology 
somewhat as follows: In every knowing process there is an 
a priori element which must not be forgotten if one wishes to 
enumerate the indispensable conditions of possible experience. 
It is often said, and rightly, that this is one of the greatest 
achievements of Plato, that he was the first to see this a priori 
element and to describe it. 

II. We shall also have to discuss certain statements of the 
Republic. The one which strikes us as most strange and contra- 
dictory is that perfect Being is completely knowable, whereas 
Non-Being is not knowable; what is conceived as semi-correct 
and semi-false lies between Being and Non-Being. We may 
be told that this contains the fundamental error of rationalism 
— as if every thing real had to show itself to our understanding 
as being real. There are truths which can only be experienced 
but not conceived, facts which make themselves known only 
to the emotions, e.g., the religious emotions, or to the will. 

On the other hand, the principle which gives greatest offence 
is that whatever becomes, i.e., whatever develops in time and 
space, and Becoming itself, are only half real; on the contrary, 
changeless, immutable Being alone is to be entirely real. 

Many see in this a definite confirmation of Aristotle’s criti- 
cism of the transcendence and separate existence of the realm 
of Ideas, a criticism brought against it by many Plato critics 
since then. 

Here also I find that the reproaches and the objections do 
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not touch the essence of the Platonic propositions. He who 
rejects the rationalistic position that all reality is justifiable 
before our reason abolishes hiunan thinking. Plato is right 
when he says {Phaedo 79b) that if we distinguish between the 
visible and invisible, i.e., between the tangible and intangible, 
between the material and immaterial, we mean that which is 
perceptible with human eyes (human sense organs), naturally 
making use of all possible means to whet them. I believe that 
whatever human reason can fathom is also thinkable. In the 
Parmenides^ it is shown that a god who knew the independently 
existing Ideas would not know anything of the many concrete 
things and individual events of the world — ^the meaninglessness 
of this view brands it immediately as a bit of worthless fantasy. 

I share Plato’s opinion that everything which is made known 
to man — consequently also everything which he experiences 
in his emotions and in his will — only becomes a conscious 
experience^ when it is subjected to the laws of logic or to the 
understanding; but an experience thus considered loses as 
little of its peculiarity as a phenomenon which we observe 
and investigate with the understanding loses or changes its 
pecuharity.® Something which we have experienced but not 
understood is indisputably real only as a subjective experience.^ 
As such it is indeed incontestable. Modem Christians very 
often say the same of their “experiences.” But it must not be 
forgotten that this experience is no more real than the sub- 
jective experience of an insane person, who imagines when 
someone speaks to him that he is speaking either to God or 
the devil. The same is tme of the hypnotized person who 
drinks a nauseous broth thinking it refreshing water or spark- 

^ I have to refer to it in advance; likewise I must almost immediately 
refer to the Theaetetus. 

2 Thus it is something about which he can speak to himself and to 
others. 

® This is the correct meaning of the Gegenstandsphilosophie or Phdno- 
menalismus of our day. Cf. note on p. 113. 

* As vapov TrdOoe, to speak with Socrates in the Theaetetus. See 
note I on p. 138. 



EPISTEMOLOGY OF THE EARLIER DIALOGUES 125 

ling wine. No rational person argues about such experiences. 
But men do dispute, and with good reason, about the kind of 
objective fact that they demonstrate. 

And now for the other objections, viz., the misconception 
about that which develops in space and time, the concrete 
and, according to common opinion, most real phenomenon. 
Plato denies, and rightly, that Becoming, or the concrete 
object such as we perceive it, has reality. He does not, how- 
ever, deny it all reahty. It is recognized to be real in so far as 
our ideas of the individual object are objective, and in so far 
as we can describe them by words — the only means by which 
we can give that description; every word expresses vmiversal 
and not particular traits. In three dialogues, the Theaetetus, 
the Sophist, and the Statesman, which follow next in time, we 
shall learn of more careful investigations about this perplexing 
matter. We shall postpone our criticism imtil then. 

Yet what shall we say of the contention that opinion, even 
when it is not wrong but surmises correctly, has a different 
objea for its knowledge than does real knowledge or science? 

Let us confine ourselves to the mathematical example given 
by Plato in the Mem (cf. p. 102 f.). Since a square whose area 
is four feet is two feet long, the slave, whom Socrates asks 
about the length of the sides of the square of double this area, 
surmises that it would be 2 x 2 or 4 feet. When he is shown 
that this is wrong, he surmises that the sides are three feet 
long. Both answers were false guesses or opinions. The object 
which was here conceived was distinctly different from that 
which knowledge of the correct ratio has for its object; for 
this knowledge conceives a square whose sides are as long as 
the diagonal of the first square. If the slave had guessed further 
and had affirmed that a new square was to be erected upon 
this diagonal, he would have guessed correctly. But as long 
as he could not give a clear account of the reasons for his 
new assertions, he had no knowledge. Now it seems that, as 
far as its content is concerned, the geometrical proposition 
does not change when we give reasons and proof for it. And 
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it would also seem that the object of our thought, which at 
first was only a correct guess, does not become another when 
the guess becomes knowledge. And yet we may affirm this to 
be the case. Knowledge of a certain truth consists essentially 
in a knowledge of reasons which enable us to relate the content 
of the correct conception to the content of other conceptions 
(as, e.g., when we refer one hypothesis to another hypothesis 
of a higher order). A proposition which is understood has 
complete knowledge of the deductions which follow from it 
and which constitute its proof. These deductions dissipate 
into mere equations. It is this very conceptual relation of 
identity, expressed by these equations and transmitted from 
one member to another, which constitutes the content of our 
knowledge. (The conjecture that the square erected on the 
diagonal will be double the area of the first square simmers 
down to a question whether there is not a relation of identity 
between half of the new square and the whole area of the 
original square. We are merely in search of the mutuality of 
relations on which this identity visibly rests. We apprehend 
it by intuiting the inevitability of the two sides of the final 
equation whose members are held together by the intermediate 
terms.) 

I firmly beheve that after a similar fashion Plato would 
have known how to defend his proposition that the objects 
OF OPINION AND THE OBJECTS OF KNOWLEDGE ARE DIFFERENT. 
However, he seems to have thought of the relation of the 
scanty means of mathematical demonstration to the perfect, 
ideal construct of the doctrine of space and number of which 
we shall speak later. But I should not like to affirm that this 
proposition was the result of such considerations. We must 
rather seek the more fundamental basis for his conviction about 
such a difference in the expositions of the earUer dialogues, 
and from those passages of the Republic which restate what 
was said in those dialogues. The essence of the matter is that 
the conceptions which we form do not change their content, 
whereas the objects of sensation change; besides, the content 
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of our conceptions has generic universality^ whereas what is 
given in sensation is singular, particular, and different from all 
other individual impressions. It follows, therefore, that sen- 
sation deceives us about the things to which it refers in that 
it causes us to make assertions about becoming and changing 
things, assertions whose content claims to be permanent in 
character. Yet Plato does not conceal the fact that perception 
gives us something more than mere deception. In the Sym- 
posium he said that we are to use sensations as points of 
departure, as levels from which to ascend to a knowledge 
of the unchangeable objects.^ In the Phaedo he maintained 
that the objects of sensation which cause us to say that they 
are equal or beautiful do so, because they remind us of equality 
in itself or of beauty in itself The predication that they are 
beautiful or equal is, of course, inexact — one may say false — 
for the objects are not equal or beautiful in a perfect and 
imlimited sense. Yet the statement contains some truth; for 
they are equal or beautiful in a higher degree than other things.^ 
The correct predication naturally would be that the charac- 
teristics of the objects of sensation resemble essential equahty 
and essential beauty (equality itself, beauty itself), etc., and 
that they imitate them in their phenomenal appearance.^ This 
is what is meant when Plato at times says that things partake 
of the generic characteristics or of the Ideas. 

All this does not entide us to speak of a third class of realities 
or Ideas, different from generic characteristics and the indi- 
vidual phenomena. Very likely the notion of a third class arose 
as soon as the question, which was later discussed in the 

^ Here the contemplation of beautiful forms and colours is charac- 
terized as the necessary point of departure for a knowledge of the 
beauty of spiritual productions and characteristics, and as a pre- 
requisite for a vision of the Idea of beauty absolute. 

2 Poetically this thought is also expressed by the proposition that the 
individual objects about which we predicate something (e.g., that 
they are equal) wish to correspond to the concept which this predica- 
tion indicates, but with which there can be no complete correspondence. 
^ In the Timaeus this is regarded as the correct statement of the 
matter. 
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Timaeus^ was raised, viz., what is that which constitutes the 
pecuhar nature of the objects of sensation which are supposed 
to participate in the generic characteristics? In what is their 
mutability and variability grounded? Likewise if we ask: Why 
is it that the objects of sensation are not perfectly knowable 
in their mutability? These two questions are not raised in the 
Republic^ and yet Plato probably had them in mind, and the 
deliberations which he might have given them probably caused 
him (influenced by the Eleatics) to make the pronouncements 
about the non-existing objects of not-knowing (ignorance). 
As a matter of fact, he should not have spoken of such objects. 
That he speaks of them as he does betrays a certain ambiguity 
which he had not overcome at this time.^ I do not doubt that 
certain propositions of the Phaedo and the Republic are to be 
contested; that all this time Plato could not give a clear account 
of the nature of Becoming and of the changing objects of 
sensation; that he was merely searching- how, in spite of all 
experience, he might defend the fundamental propositions 
which he had advanced. The mythological cloak which he so 
frequently gives to his deepest thoughts, as, e.g., in the Sym- 
posium^ the Phaedo^ the Republic^ and ±e Phaedrus^ testifies to 
this.^ In all these cases, as well as in the beautifully conceived 
parables of the Republic — e.g., the sun as image of the Idea 
of the good (cf. p. 82), those who are chained in the cave 

^ Later it is made clear in the Sophist that if Non-Being, nothing, is 
an object of false predication, then whatever is said about this object 
is, in spite of what may be said to the contrary, no true predication 
by which something could be thought, but is only idle babbling. 
But the fact is that a false predication is as clear in meaning as is the 
true one. Thus its content has a certain amount of reality. 

2 Once more I remind the reader that in the Phaedo Socrates expressly 
declares (rood) that he would not venture a definite statement about 
the relation of the Idea to the phenomena. In the Republic he affirms 
that very likely he would arouse only laughter if he attempted to give 
a scientific basis for the Idea of the good (5o6d). And when Glaucon 
later, by his expression of astonishment about the transcendency of 
this incomprehensible exposition, interrupts the discussion, Socrates 
reaffirms the inadequacy of his effort to explain this difficult matter 
(509c). ® Cf. Platoriy I, p. 528; II, pp. 59, 80, 784. 
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and who by the dim light of a fire in their rear see only shadow 
pictures on the wall of their dark prison, and who would be 
blinded by the brightness of the sunlight and the objects on 
which it shines if they were suddenly led out of their cave — 
presentiments, suppositions, a certain conviction are expressed, 
but no scientific knowledge can be guaranteed by them (as 
Plato well knows). 

12. Another point must be investigated at this stage. What 
meaning is there in the fact that in the Republic the Idea of 
THE GOOD is selected from all others and is in a certain sense 
placed at the head of the whole realm of the invisible world? 
Why did he not select the Idea of Being or reahty, since the 
peculiarity of Ideas is supposed to be in their complete reahty? 
How is the concept of the good related to that of Being? How 
is it related to that of beauty or to beauty itself which, accord- 
ing to the description of the priestess Diotima in the Symposium^ 
is the highest object of beatific vision? 

These questions are partly answered by never losing sight 
of the task which the Republic sets for itself. Since the dis- 
cussion, as in so many of the earher dialogues, starts from 
a concept of practical conduct — the concept of justice, as 
elsewhere the concept of temperance, courage, etc. — it is 
natural that, as the discussion proceeds, the problem of fathom- 
ing what, in a most general way, is practically right, or what 
is good, again arises. We were told in the Protagoras that a 
sought-for concept of virtue, e.g., that of justice or that of 
piety, must have reahty. And above (p. 81 f.) it was affirmed 
that the Idea of the good means nothing else but the good in 
its reahty, in its real nature or the objective basis, the cause 
of the good. 

Yet this does not explain the aU-transcending meaning 
which is ascribed to the Idea of the good. It is said of it that 
it sheds hght on and gives clarity to every form of knowledge, 
and not merely the knowledge of practical concepts. This 
introduces us to a trend of thought which is familiar to us 

I 
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from the Phaedo. There Plato gives us to understand that he 
regarded a teleological explanation of things as the really 
satisfactory one. Unfortunately, however, he could not find 
any of the older philosophers who maintained it, nor could 
he successfully defend it. The teleological explanation of a 
fact would consist in showing that it is better to have it be as 
it is than if it were changed in some way. In the meantime 
it has become evident that every conceivable change in an 
individual characteristic is not only of significance for the 
thing in which it takes place, but for all other things to which 
it stands in relation; consequently what may seem improve- 
ment of its condition, may at the same time prove to be a 
deterioration of the condition of other things. Since causality 
pervades all of reahty,^ it follows that the attempt to give a 
teleological explanation suffers from all the defects of the 
causal explanation (this was already hinted at in the Phaedo), 
and that it can only find an adequate basis in a comprehensive 
world view. 

All Ideas, if my interpretation is correct, are merely postu- 
lated by Plato as the basis for true conceptions. Similarly, we 
must understand the Idea of the good as the necessary postu- 
late for our conceptions of . the good. Without using the expres- 
sion, the “Idea of the good” is set up as a postulate in the 
Phaedo by declaring the teleological explanation as the only 
satisfactory one. For the teleological explanation of the world 
is mere fantasy, a mere subjective idea, if no rational, purposive 
power rules in the universe and determines and orders it in 
all its details. If this rational power which harmonizes every- 
thing is objectively real, it could be nothing else but the good 
in itself, the good in its true nature. As has been shown, this 
is identical with the Idea of the good. Even in the Republic, 
where the Idea of the good is praised with such high, trans- 
cendent words, it is not raised above the level of a postulate.^ 

* This the Meno emphasizes (cf. p. 121). 

* It is a question whether it is possible to explain scientifically its 
reality or that of any Idea. We shall speak of this later. Empirically 
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Concerning the relation of the Idea of Being to that of the 
good, I should like to say the following: Everything which we 
correctly designate as “Idea” has Being.^ Briefly expressed: 
Idea is known reality. Therefore, the good as Idea would have 
Being, would belong to the realm of reahty. Evidently there 
can be no Idea of the content of our false ideas. If one inquires 
about the reality of an Idea (or the reahty of the Idea in general), 
rationally the inquiry could mean only: how Being as some- 
thing actual, as something objective is to be understood in 
contrast to the mere imaginary. The Idea of Being or of reahty 
would be that which forms the basis of all Being, makes it 
objective, actual. Both concepts, the “Being of the Idea” and 
the “Idea of Being,” can scarcely be kept apart,^ and we cannot 
investigate them without directing our attention on the totality 
of Being, on all reahty. These Ideas are related to the Idea 
of the good in the same way that the concept of the world is 
related to the concept of God. (The Idea of Being is the cause 
of the objective world; the Idea of the good is the cause of 
the world’s being so ordered that feeling beings intuit, know, 
and enjoy it.) We may say that the good is the significance 
of Being; and that Being is the actuahty or the endurance of 
the good. Only the good is real. All Being — and in this Plato 
agrees with Heraclitus — ^is good and persists because it is 
good. The limited human imderstanding does not know this. 
It could only be known by the perfect knowledge of an aU- 
inclusive spirit. Man can only have presentiments about it, 
and he can only convey these presentiments to others through 
parables and m5^hs. 

We shall see that the Timaeus and the Laws are pervaded 
by the same fundamental conviction. And if Plato here 
audaciously and freely casts his eye over the whole expanse 

the Idea of the good, or in other words the actuality of the good ruling 
in the world, cannot be proved, because the world in its totality cannot 
be empirically experienced. 

1 eldoQ, Idea and 5 Sari are of equal value (i.e., mean the same thing). 

• It is pretty much the same whether I say the “Being of known 
reality” or the “known reality of Being.” 



132 THE ESSENCE OF PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY 

of the universe and penetrates all its depths, the height from 
which he has chosen to contemplate everything in the light 
of the highest purpose does not keep him from realizing how 
much the complete picture which presents itself to his view 
is lacking in detail, and how vague certain individual features 
of it remain. For example, he does not fail to recognize that 
the teleological explanation must be supplemented by the 
aetiological explanation; and that, between the individual high 
points on which the former sheds light and the expanses which 
are accessible to the latter, there still are immense gaps which 
as yet completely escape his view. 

Another point is to be considered. The transcendent words 
with which the loftiness of the Idea of the good is praised 
seem to remove it from all contact with the earthly, the human. 
It is supposed to dwell ‘‘beyond the world of Being,” “beyond 
reality.”^ Yet it is also to be the source from which springs 
the knowledge of all truth. For that reason Plato requires 
that the guardians of the state must have seen the Idea of the 
good, and that all education must be so directed that all 
talented individuals from early youth will be guided toward 
this goal. Either all these efforts to attain this goal are in 
vain, or the goal is not to be conceived as altogether other- 
worldly or as strictly transcendent. Here, as in the Phaedo^ 
we notice a degree of uncertainty. Yet the decision in Plato’s 
sense must have inclined more and more toward the second 
possibility. This resulted as much from theoretical considera- 
tions as from practical effort. He never doubted the knowability 
of certain positive truths. He even considered it his highest 
duty to discover them. The more successfully he carried on 
this philosophic investigation in the service of this duty, the 
more deeply and the more certainly the conviction must have 
taken hold of him that reality has positively knowable features. 
Thus every step of progress in investigation reduces and 
narrows the gulf between the objects of sense and of Becoming 
with which man is bound up in his earthly existence, on the 

^ iirdKEiva rfjg ovolag. 
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one hand, and the immaterial realm of Ideas, on the other. 
Nowhere is this gap as pronounced as in the Phaedo; yet 
even here we are not altogether without attempts at mediation. 
Besides, it is quite evident for the Idea of the good that it 
caimot be conceived as being in no relation whatever. The 
word “good” would lose its meaning if we did not ascribe to it 
the power of attraction which it exerts on a sensitive being. 

13. After having traced the doctrine about the good and the 
theory of Ideas in the dialogues up to the Phaedrus, there 
still remains for us, if we wish to make a clean sweep, a number 
of other philosophical problems. However, for the sake of 
clearness, the bulk of these problems (the politico-pedagogical 
considerations about the constitution of the ideal state) we 
shall reserve for a later chapter, which will be devoted entirely 
to practical philosophy. We have already considered some' 
of the logical, epistemological, and psychological propositions 
made sporadically here and there; others we shall discuss later 
in their proper context. 

Schleiermacher considered the Phaedrus as announcing the 
programme with which Plato opened his career as a teacher in 
the Academy and as an author. This was an error into which 
he was led, without knowing and admitting it, mainly through 
the reports of careless authorities of old. Nevertheless, Schleier- 
macher was right in maintaining that the Phaedrus was written 
in an elevated mood, and that it has an important position in 
the series of Platonic dialogues. Only it is impossible that a 
youth could have written it. It reveals the rich experience of 
a master. Here, from the height of gratifying and scientific 
research and teaching in which he has foimd his vocation, the 
author looks to a bright future. Borne up by the inspiring 
power of Eros, which leads him to dare the highest flight of 
thought, and conscious of the similarity of their goals with 
those of co-striving youths with whom he is intimately united, 
he feels himself much superior to the vain babblers of his 
1 E.g., pp. 43, 52, 60, 63 f., 66 f. 
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day. With pleasure he also thinks of his own writings; yet 
compared with the fructifying teachings of verbal discourse, 
he considers them as a simple accomplishment — an accom- 
plishment, to be sure, of which he need not be ashamed when 
compared with the literary products of other writers, e.g., the 
stiff artificialities of Lysias, admired by so many, or the pedantic 
wisdom of the authors of textbooks on rhetoric. However, he 
gives a friendly and an encouraging side-glance at the ever- 
worthy effort of Isocrates. The dialogue breathes a quiet and 
pleasant self-reliance. One might think that the man who 
writes thus would now rest for a long time in the secure feeling 
of his mastery. To say the least, the reader of the Phaedrus 
will hardly expect that its author will soon undertake the 
writing of other dialogues, which will set new problems which 
the author will earnestly strive to solve. And yet the style, 
which is similar to that of the Theaetetus and the Parmenides, 
on the one hand, and to that of the Republic, on the other, 
and which clearly distinguishes this whole group of dialogues 
from the earlier ones, as well as from the mature style of the 
Sophist and the dialogues which follow it, shows that only a 
short interval of time could have elapsed between the writing 
of the Theaetetus^ (369 or 368) and the Phaedrus.^ We also 
know — ^this I have emphasized more than once — ^that there 
were many uncertain points in the basic outline of the philo- 
sophy which Plato sketched for himself and that he was con- 
scious of these imperfections. The Idea of the good was to 
give a firm basis to this philosophy. But the brightness of the 
light which radiates from it cannot be beheld by the bare eye 
without first dimming the light. It is only in the form of a 
parable that Plato speaks of its relation to other Ideas and to 
the phenomena. Other problems were still awaiting solution. 
In the myth of the Phaedrus and in the speech of Diotima in 

^ Cf. p. 27, 28. 

“ I think the Phaedrus was written shortly before 370. The Republic, 
except the first book which still shows signs of the earlier style, was 
probably written in the years 375-372. 
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the Symposiunty we have Plato’s confession that he has not 
yet succeeded in giving a rational and purely scientific explana- 
tion of ultimate questions. However, the Phaedrus shows that 
this did not discourage him . 

14. In the Theaetetus Plato firmly and resolutely pursues a 
new coiurse, which is to lead him to the solution of the deferred 
problems. In his psychological and epistemological investiga- 
tions he now makes use of the best scientific means. 

Practically the whole dialogue is concerned with the question 
which he raises in the beginning and considers as extremely 
difficult: What is knowledge? 

Certain individuals wished to identify knowledge with sense- 
perception. Plato contends that this position is not even adequate 
for our knowledge of the sensible objects; although in this 
realm there is considerable justification for it. He shows how 
a complete, sensualistic theory of knowledge — that everything 
perceptible is constantly changing from one state of being to 
another — may be developed from the Heraclitean doctrine of 
the constant flux of things (this doctrine is incontestably true 
of all sensible things) and from the epistemological work of 
Protagoras. The objects which we perceive through our senses 
become perceptible through their motion. Even the perceiving 
subject in the act of perception produces motion. These 
motions, which come from opposite sources, meet and influ- 
ence each other reciprocally; and, in accordance with the dual 
nature of causes, the perceiving subject becomes conscious of 
the effects of this clashing of motions; on the objective side, 
he experiences it as a sense quality; and on the subjective side, 
he experiences it as a perception of this quality. Thus, e.g., 
arises the perception of a white colour or a sweet taste. In 
reality, however, white colour and sweetness, as well as the 
sensation of sight and taste, do not arise — ^they do not exist 
as something umelated (separate) in iid by itself; on the 
contrary, the individual object, which is constantly changing 
and which coincides with the perpetual change in the subject. 
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becomes white or sweet in the momentary perception of the 
knowing subject. When the two motions meet, the subject 
does not have sight in general, but he sees white in particular. 
There is no absolute whiteness; nor is whiteness attached to 
the observed object which some individuals, who give it their 
attention, would like to see either as white or as some other 
colour; whereas others could not see it at all. Nor is there 
any perception which perceives an object always in the same 
unchanging manner, regardless of what that object may be. 
Under these conditions it is clear that two different individuals 
can never experience the same qualities in an object; nor does 
a person have two successive, identically the same perceptions 
of an object. 

The very clever disposal of certain objections, which might 
be raised, shows the theory in an even more glaring light. 
It is said that one would like to object that with this concep- 
tion as the basis there would be no sense in speaking of dreams 
and chimeras (delusions) nor of false perceptions or illusions 
of any kind. On the contrary, it is stated that it is not easy 
to distinguish clearly between a dream experience or a waking 
experience and to designate the conditions which give rise to 
false perceptions. But if waking and sleeping, health and sick- 
ness are different states, then the sensations or motions which 
an individual experiences during these various states are 
naturally different; consequently the results of the encounter 
of these subjective motions with the motions coming from a 
perceptible object must be different. The dream experience is 
real for the person who dreams; but when he awakes, it is no 
longer real. If the same wine is sweet for the tongue of the 
healthy person but bitter for the tongue of the sick person, 
then sweetness was produced in the first case but bitterness 
in the second — ^naturally not as something absolute, since these 
attributes do not exist absolutely, but as something in relation 
to the perceiving subjects. Being coincides with appearances — 
or if one prefers : Becoming is identical with appearances — this 
is, in fact, more correct. In the strict sense of the word there 
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is no “Being.” And my sense perception is always correct and 
true; for what it attests has its complete reality in this sense- 
perception and belongs to the Being (pvala) of the perceiving 
subject. 

Another objection is as follows: If sense-perception and 
knowledge are to be identical, one would have to say of a 
person who looks at an object with one eye while he has the 
other closed that he knows the object and does not know it. 
On the contrary, one could always say that the subject, who 
had these conflicting states of consciousness, was not simple; 
besides, a person changes with every impression which he 
experiences and with every change in his thought-content. 
Even though the advocate of this sensualistic theory recognizes 
no difference between human opinions as to truth, there is 
no contradiction if he speaks of wisdom and folly; for from a 
rational point of view that which one calls “wise” or “sagacious” 
one may also call “healthy.” This healthy condition of an 
individual enables him to have or to produce phenomena 
which suit him, or which suit him better than others, just as 
the sensation of the sweetness of wine is better than the sen- 
sation of bitterness. The physician is able to change the un- 
pleasant taste into a pleasant one, and he is wise in so far as 
his knowledge is related to bodily things. Similarly, in another 
relation that speaker is wise who knows how to persuade a 
city to declare useful things right and not the harmful ones. 
The same is true of a teacher who influences his pupils in a 
similar manner. 

Skilfully as the refutation of the doubts advanced is carried 
out, it nevertheless contains various weak points which Plato, 
in the person of Socrates, attacks as follows: The weakness 
of the last statement is most apparent. By means of this state- 
ment, the antithesis of wisdom and folly is traced to the 
existing or insufficient knowledge of the useful. For the moment 
there may be difference of opinion whether a thing is really 
useful or harmful; later, however, the question is unanimously 
decided by the consequences which have appeared in the 
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meantime. The person who advises the adoption of a thing, 
say a certain law, because he regards it as useful, expects 
certain consequences in the future. These will either come 
about or they will not come about. In the first instance, his 
advice proves to be wise; in the second instance, it proves to 
be foohsh. Thus it finally comes to light that what is right 
(true) and wise is in agreement with an objective fact; whereas 
the foolish and the false (or untrue) is non-agreement with 
objective reality. 

At any rate, it is generally agreed that he is wise who can 
foresee and foretell what will take place later, not only with 
reference to judgments of utiUty but with reference to all 
judgments referring to the future. Conversely, he who cannot 
predict what will happen is foolish. Socrates comments that 
it would be a hopeless solution if one were to affirm that such 
a person could judge correctly for himself and only wrongly 
for all others who consider him to be a fool. 

Protagoras’ assertion that every opinion is correct is similar 
to this last comment and refutes itself as soon as one contra- 
dicts it. For the judgment which affirms that this proposition 
is false is itself supposed to be true. 

If it cannot be denied with reference to sensation or per- 
ception that the present stimulus of which I am aware,^ and 
which I describe by predicating something about it (as for 
example in the judgment “this draught is bitter”), is for me 
just as real as is the stimulus which is caused by the same 
object but which another person perceives and describes quite 
differently (as, e.g., when he says “this draught is sweet”), 
it follows that when we ask which of these predications are 
correct or true and which false, something entirely different 
must be meant from the description of the momentary stimulus.^ 
Moreover, Plato calls attention to the fact that in sense-per- 
ception it is not only the perceiving organ (as a bodily capacity) 
which is active in us, but rather that it is guided by a ruling 
spiritual power which combines the impressions of the different 
* As napdv nddog. That this is the case will be shown later. 
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sense-organs and passes judgment upon those which have no 
sensuous meaning. To these judgments belong not merely the 
predications about good and bad (judgments of utihty) but 
also the predication about what is real and unreal and that 
about the mutual differences of the impressions. 

This discussion clearly shows that the identification of know- 
ledge with sense-perception is imtenable. It would seem, 
therefore, that we should look for knowledge in the realm of 
opinion, i.e., in those judgments or predications which we 
make on the basis of sense-perception. Perhaps knowledge is 
nothing but right opinion. 

Against this position the objection (this is similar to the 
eristic objection of the Meno^ cf. p. 102 f.) is brought that no 
clear distinction of true and false can be unconditionally made. 
For what one conceives is a conception in consciousness and 
cannot be mistaken for what is not conceived. Plato replies 
with two illustrations^ from the psychic process, which are 
intended to make clear that aU conjecture (as an attempt to 
learn and to acquire new knowledge) establishes associations 
between conceptions, associations which were disrupted in 
consciousness and which may now be made according to clear 
logical possibility either as they were originally or in an absurd 
manner. Both illustrations indicate that the question is always 
one of associating ideas of different orders which are related 

^ One illustration represents memory as a tablet (an illustration 
frequently used by philosophers since Plato) on which the sense 
stimuli, as well as all results of the comparative and reflective con- 
sideration of these stimuli, are registered. Another illustration is that 
of a bird-cage in which all our ideas are caged. If the impressions on 
the tablet were not clear, or if they gradually become effaced, while 
new impressions are constantly being recorded at their side or over 
them, which give occasion for comparing them with the old ones, it 
is possible to mistake them or to read them wrongly. The caged birds 
do not remain quietly in their places but fly hither and thither. 
If one wishes to catch one for renewed consideration, then one may 
by mistake catch a wood-pigeon instead of a rock-pigeon (191c). 
To give us a concrete picture of the origin of error, the Theaetetus 
even uses a third illustration (193c), that of a man who mistakes the 
left shoe for the right one. 
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in much the same way as cause and effect are related; e.g., the 
relations between an idea in memory and a momentary stimulus 
of our sense organs, or the relation between the recalling of 
a stimulus and the idea which was produced by it. 

Furthermore, it can be shown by a simple example that 
knowledge differs from mere opinion, even if the latter is 
correct. He who has merely heard the report of an eye-witness 
about an occurrence, as, e.g., at a trial, may have a correct 
opinion of it but he most certainly does not have knowledge 
of it. 

This seems reasonable. And so to the question: What is 
knowledge? we must look for another answer. The right con- 
ception lacked something and tliis must definitely be added. 
What it lacked was the “logos.” The explanation that know- 
ledge is to be found wherever and whenever reason unites 
with correct opinion has actually been advanced. But it too 
is of no use. It is utterly impossible to see how the word Aoyos* 
with its many meanings is to be understood so that it will 
raise the right conception, which previously was not know- 
ledge, to the level of knowledge. The only valid meaning which 
could possibly be found in the word would be “intuition.” 
And with this meaning we would arrive at a circular definition. 

15. Thus the investigation of the Theaetetus^ like so many of 
the earlier dialogues, apparently ends in complete indecision. 
We receive no definition of knowledge which we can safely 
take home with us. But we did receive certain hints which it 
will perhaps be worth while to pursue further. The subjective 
aspect of knowledge, about which we wanted information, has 
for its content an objective reality. “Knowledge,” it is stated 
in the Theaetetus^ “is knowledge of what is (what is real).” 
And definite views have also been expressed in the dialogue 
about objective reality. From these suggestions, conclusions 
can be drawn about knowledge, which is concerned with reality. 

From the explanation and criticism of Protagoras, it becomes 
clear that reality is not to be thought of as static Being, as the 
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Eleatics thought of it, but rather as moving, as changing, such 
as Heraclitus described its essence. Perfect rigidity of Being 
would exclude all action as well as passion; and with this, 
knowledge of reality and every rational predication concerning 
it would be excluded. The characteristic which we perceive 
and predicate of an object comes into Being through a dual 
movement, coming partly from the object and partly from 
the subject. This movement is both active and passive. And 
sense-perception itself, which as perception is an event, a 
psychic event, also belongs to the reality of the perceiving 
subject. On the other hand it is shown that there is something 
permanent in these events and movements; this unchanging 
element alone enables us to name the event, to compare it 
with others and to know that it actually transpires. It is stated^ 
that there are two types of motion or change, viz., movement 
in space and change in quality^ (the change in characteristics 
of the object which to external appearances remains the same). 
Both types of motion must belong to an object of which the 
predication that it moves or changes is to be unconditionally 
and unreservedly true. If the perception of a definite, sensible 
attribute is to arise from the meeting of the motion coming 
from a sense organ and that which comes from a perceptible 
object, and if at the moment of their meeting both the organ 
and the object of its perception undergo qualitative changes, 
then it is clear that the attribute which I predicate of the object 
and the activity which I predicate of my sense organ belongs 
to them and does not belong to them (both changed their 
natures at the moment of perception). With this all possibility 
of knowledge would cease, and one could not ascribe any 
characteristics to an object without denying it in the same 
breath. Therefore Being or reality cannot be thought of as 
mere motion, but a certain constancy, a permanency, must in 
some way be perceptible in the motion.® 

1 In Chapters 27 and 28. ^ <f>opd and dXXduiau;. 

* We may say, a law which enables us to know and to designate 
motion as motion of a definite kind. 
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For every Being, for every reality of which we may speak, 
the contradictory characteristics of motion and permanency 
are valid, especially for the psychic or spiritual reality. Strictly 
speaking, in this realm also there is constant uniform develop- 
ment or Becoming, and not a state of rigid, tmchanging knowing 
or not-knowing to which the eristic logicians wish to attach 
their proofs against the possibility of error.^ 

“Every Being, every reality of which we may speak.” Has 
this not the same meaning as the statement of the Phaedo: 
“Everything on which we place the imprint of reality?” And 
have we not decided that this expression was identical with 
what in the Phaedo is later called the Idea, and with what we 
foimd under the same name in the Republic} Most certainly. 
We may say with assurance that the Theaetetus in its epistemo- 
logical investigation is concerned with a knowledge of Ideas, 
since imderstanding and knowledge caimot be comprehended 
in any other way except as referring to an objective content 
which may be called the Idea of the individual, correctly formed 
concepts. If it were possible to determine by a psychological 
investigation (as is done in the Theaetetus) how definite know- 
ledge comes into Being, one would thereby have shown how 
objective Being or the Idea is apprehended. 

Apparently the attempt failed. And yet, though the repeated 
efforts lead to no positive results, the impression is made on 
the attentive reader of the dialogue that Plato firmly held to 
the hope that by continuing his investigation he would attain 
his goal. He holds out as a promise that he will supplement 
his present explanation of the doctrine of the flux of all things 
by examining the opposite position, i.e., the Eleatic doctrine 
of unchanging, eternal Being. This examination is undertaken 
in the dialogues Parmenides and Sophist. But even in the 
Theaetetus he inserted a chapter in the middle of the sceptically 
restraining expositions of the knowability and definability of 
real events, a chapter which opens for us a vista of a sphere 
of reality where complete truth and absolute knowledge are 

’ The investigation of the Cratylus led to a similar result (p. 99 f.). 
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attainable. It is here stated^ that many will regard the moral 
value- judgments as uncertain and as vacillating as they regard 
the predications about the objects of sensation. They will make 
what is praiseworthy, just, and pious depend on the arbitrary 
character of the individual state, and will affirm that ‘‘there 
is no essential, objective content of these concepts.”^ This is 
also the accepted opinion of the average citizens, who are 
accustomed to quarrel in court about their own and their 
opponents’ right and wrong, and are highly concerned whether 
the judge will punish or acquit them. They despise the philo- 
sopher because he does not know how to behave in petty law- 
suits. He is not concerned with the single question: “In what 
way do I transgress your legal rights and in what way do you 
transgress mine?” On the contrary, his spirit is concerned 
with fathoming questions “about the nature of man and the 
task and duty which spring from it for each individual.”^ 
He is in search of “justice and injustice in their peculiar and 
contrary nature,”^ and instead of joining in the praise of the 
next best king or of the rich man, he raises the question: 
“How is it with the government? How is it with the happiness 
and misery of human beings? What is their basis and why 
does man naturally seek the one and avoid the other?” Shrewd 
men of affairs are not aware of the divine cosmic order. “While 
two patterns are given us in the world of reality, one of the 
godlike person who is perfectly happy and the other of the 
godless person who is most imhappy, people in their folly 
and in extreme irrationality cannot see that these two patterns 
exist. Similarly, they do not observe how by their unjust actions 
they become more like the godless and less like the godlike 
person.”^ 

^ I 72 ab. 2 (f^vGEL avTcov ovdh ova lav eavrov exov. 

^ 174b. ^ 175c. 

^ Apelt translates: ‘‘Although there are two patterns (Vorhilder) 
in the world of true Being, one for the divine as the happiest, the other 
for the godless and as the unhappiest.” Natorp translates : “Patterns 
(Musterbilder) which are represented in that which is.” The Greek is: 
TTapadeiyjudTcov iv tw ovtc iarcbrcov, rov juev Oelov evdaifnoveardrov^ tov Se 
dOdov dOAicordrov, 1766. 
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“The essence of man” and “justice in its essential nature” 
are surely nothing else but the Idea of man and the Idea of 
justice. We may even speak of the Idea of government, of the 
Idea of human happiness, and of misery without changing 
the meaning of the above propositions. And the “two patterns 
{Musterbilder) which are given in reality” are also Ideas. The 
just or imjust individuals are the concrete, individual instances 
or examples which participate in these Ideas. The fact that 
the word Idea does not appear here, just as it was missing in 
the epistemological section of the Theaetetus^ strikes us as 
strange. This is all the more noticeable because in the Par- 
menides^ which is next to the Theaetetus in the order of time, 
and which is internally and externally closely related to the 
Theaetetus^ the two words elSos and ISea are more frequently 
used to designate the independent realities than they are in 
all the other Platonic dialogues^ taken together. 

^ The Parmenides uses eJdoQ 50 (or 51) times out of a total number 
of 81 (to 84) for all dialogues; the word Ma is used 5 (or 7) times 
out of a total of 28 (to 30); besides, the use of this term is strictly 
confined to the first nine chapters. For details see Neiie Untersuchungen^ 
eldog, ideay etc. See pp. 3 13-3 17 in addition to the attached table. 
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CHAPTER I 


EPISTEMOLOGY AND ONTOLOGY OF THE 
LATER DIALOGUES 

A. THE PARMENIDES 

I. The trend of thought of the first chapters is the following: 
Socrates, represented as a very young man, is engaged in a 
conversation with the Eleatics, Parmenides and Zeno. The 
argument starts from Zeno’s famous work on the antinomies 
and determines its main thought to be the following: If one 
were to assume that Being is many, then one would have to 
think it as being like as well as unlike. But the like cannot be 
unlike and the unlike cannot be like. Thus the proposed 
hypothesis appears to be impossible. Socrates then raises the 
question whether Zeno does not think that there is an inde- 
pendently existing species or “Idea” ^ of the like, as well as 
of the unlike, and that the individual objects, which are spoken 
of as the many of Being, participate in the imitary Ideas ; and, 
in as much as this is the case, they are like or unlike, or they 
are both at one and the same time. Socrates declares that he 
can see nothing strange or marvellous in the fact that sensible 
things participate in opposite Ideas, and that consequently 
they have the opposite attributes of likeness or unlikeness, as 
well as of unity and plurality. On the contrary, he would be 
greatly astonished if anyone were to discover and prove that 
the antinomies about the individual things to which Zeno 
called attention in his work also applied to the invisible Ideas, 
and that the essence of unity itself^ is many or that the essence 
of plurality is one, or that likeness and unlikeness, rest and 
motion are a mixture. 

The two Eleatics hear these comments with perceptible 

* eldog. Perhaps we had better use Formbestimmtheit, Wesensbestimmt~ 
heit. At any rate, what is meant is the objective basis of the idea of 
such a Formbestimmtheit. ^ b eon er, 129b, 
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pleasure, and Parmenides praises the philosophic enthusiasm 
of the young man. Then he has Socrates confirm his position 
once more, to wit, that we must dilferentiate between the 
forms {Formbestimmtheit) or Ideas, and the things which 
participate in the Ideas, and consequently there is, in addition 
to the likeness of the things, likeness itself; similarly there are 
unity itself and plurality itself aside from their phenomena; 
the same is true of all the concepts of which Zeno made use 
in his proofs. Parmenides inquires further whether Socrates 
also assumes an independent Idea of the just, the beautiful, 
the good, etc.^ Socrates answers in the affirmative; yet he 
admits that he is in doubt whether he is also to affirm a separate 
and an independent form of man, of fire, etc. He is inclined 
to reject the thought that worthless and despicable objects, 
such as hair, mud, dirt, have Ideas which are real, aside from 
their phenomena; in fact their reality appears to him to be 
exhausted by the phenomena. He adds, however, that at times 
he was tempted to ascribe Ideas to all things. But his thoughts 
reel at the consequences to which such an admission would 
lead; consequently he confines himself to a consideration of 
the Ideas about whose reality he is not in doubt.^ In this 
inconsequential hesitation of Socrates, Parmenides sees a sign 

^ eldog aired /ca6’ avro. 

2 The question whether there are Ideas of these things is identical 
with the question whether there is a full and complete knowledge of 
them. According to the Phaedo, this might seem to be excluded. Ideas 
of concrete objects cannot belong to the innate equipment of the soul^ 
as was proved in the Phaedo as well as in the Meno; and even if these 
ideas could be considered as objectively based, the mathematical 
proofs of the latter dialogue could not overcome the objection that, 
since they were accidentally discovered by our understanding, they 
could not be attributed to it as something familiar, and so could not 
give the certainty, the evidence which is essential to knowledge. 
This opinion might also seem to be substantiated by the Sophist 
(p. 233 f.) when it puts before us only thought-forms or categories as 
the highest Ideas of independent reality. But the definition that Being 
is power (active and passive) and the hint that the mental and non- 
mental belong together may be advanced against limiting the Ideas 
to the merely formal, and the Parmenides makes unmistakable asser- 
tions that even those Ideas which are doubtful have a legitimate claim . 
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that Socrates is still too much concerned with the prevailing 
opinion of the many and admonishes him not to imderestimate 
the most insignificant things. Only then will he attain philosophic 
mastery. 

Whereupon Parmenides asks how Socrates conceives the 
participation of the individual objects in the Idea after which 
they suppxjsedly are named. There are only two possibilities; 
They would either have to participate in the whole Idea or 
only in part of it. Socrates admits the dilemma. But Parmenides 
finds that each of the suppositions is contradictory. In the first 
case, the whole Idea would have to be present in every indi- 
vidual object; and from this it would follow that the whole 
Idea, which is one, would at one and the same time be in 
different places, would be separated from itself, and would 
differ in itself. Socrates does not wish to admit this conclusion 
as necessarily valid, and wishes to compare the reality of the 
unity and the difference of the species with that of the day 
which is present as the same day in many places and yet is 
not separated from nor “outside” itself. Parmenides sees in 
this comparison only a confirmation of his assertion about the 
dissimilarity of what is spatially different. This will become 
more evident when we take another illustration, that of a large 
canvas which is stretched over many different persons. Some- 
what hesitatingly Socrates admits that each individual is 
covered by only a part of the tent. “Therefore,” Parmenides 
concludes, “the Ideas themselves are divisible; whatever 
participates in them, participates in a part of them only, and 
the Ideas are not present as a whole in the individual thing.” 
Yet this second assumption immediately proves itself untenable, 
and from it the greatest inconsistencies follow in the individual 
instances. For the individual object, of which we predicate 
size, is large not in virtue of a portion of greatness which is 
less than absolute greamess; nor is one object equal to another 
object in virtue of a mere portion of equality; if this were so, 
then the small itself would become great in that it would have 
to be compared with a mere part of itself, and all relations of 
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size would become meaningless. Neither in this maimer nor 
in any other does the participation of things in Ideas seem 
conceivable. Socrates admits that he, too, finds it hard to dis- 
cover a solution for the difficulty. 

Parmenides continues: The reason for Socrates’ accepting 
a single Idea beside the many individual things subsumed 
under it should necessarily force him to assume many Ideas. 
For just as there is an Idea of size for the individual objects 
which we observe and which appear large to us, so one would 
have to find another Idea which would subsume the Idea of 
size and the things subsumed under it — and so on ad infinitum. 

Socrates wishes to escape this conclusion by the problematic 
assumption that the Ideas are thoughts only in the minds of 
thinking beings. Parmenides, however, reminds Socrates that 
this thought is supposed to be an idea of something that really 
exists. And by this thought we think of the single Idea of the 
individual objects as really existing (these are distinguishable 
from the Idea itself which has them for its content). The 
attempt to think of the Idea as a mere thought would lead to 
the position that the individual things, which are supposed 
to participate in the Idea, would be composed of thoughts 
only. 

To this Socrates replies that the right relationship between 
the Ideas and the objects of sense would probably be as follows : 
The Ideas indicate the points of departure, as well as the 
direction, in the real world, and the participation of the 
individual things in the Ideas consists in having the objects 
resemble the forms. Or more literally: the Ideas are fixed as 
patterns in nature; whereas the individual objects resemble 
them and are patterned after them. The fact that they resemble 
the Idea constitutes their participation in it. Parmenides 
replies that inasmuch as such a participation can exist, the 
Idea must be hke the individual thing which is patterned 
after it. But whatever is alike is subsumed under the same 
Idea. This would lead us again to assume for this likeness 
another Idea which would subsume the first Idea and the 
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individual objects embraced by it, and would hurl us into the 
infinite regress which we previously rejected. Therefore, the 
participation of the individual things in the Idea caimot con- 
sist in resemblance. Apparently another explanation must be 
sought. 

It has become evident that great difficulties are involved in 
Socrates’ attempt to put the Ideas into a realm by itself. These 
difficulties increase and become more pronounced when one 
assumes an Idea for every concrete object. The greatest 
difficulty is to refute the objection that these Ideas are not 
knowable in their pecuharities. At any rate they lie outside 
the realms of perceptual experience.’^ In so far as they are 
related, they can only be related to Ideas and not to the sensible 
things of human experience which are named after them. Thus 
an individual as master or as slave is not related to the absolute 
Idea of mastership or the absolute Idea of slavery, but to an 
individual man whose servant or master he is. Similarly the 
absolute Idea of mastership is related to the absolute Idea of 
slavery, but not to the individual slave. In like manner absolute 
knowledge is related to absolute reahty, and the absolute 
individual sciences are related to absolute individual realities. 
Human knowledge in all its aspects, on the contrary, is only 
concerned with the realities of oiur human world. If the forms 
or Ideas exist apart from our world, then we must also lack the 
Idea of knowledge, i.e., that knowledge by which we know the 
nature of the forms or the Ideas and which is related to them. 
Thus we remain completely ignorant of the Ideas themselves 
which we have assumed (as, e.g., the beautiful itself, the good 
itself, etc.). But if anyone is supposed to possess such absolute 
knowledge, which would be much more exact than our hiunan 
knowledge, we would have to ascribe it to a god. However, 
this would be followed by a much worse conclusion, viz., this 
god with all his knowledge of the Ideas could not know any- 
thing about us and about the things which we human beings 
know, since absolute knowledge has no relation to the reaUties 

^ iv I33e, 
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of the human world, just as the absolute rule which God 
exercises has no relation to the individual man. Or conversely, 
our knowledge and our authority do not extend to the absolute, 
divine essences. “Surely,” replies Socrates, “it would be a 
most astonishing conclusion to deny that God has knowledge.” 

Parmenides summarizes his position once more as follows: 
These difficulties are implied in assuming a realm of absolute 
Ideas. It is not easy for one who hears about them to believe 
in their objective reality; and if he does believe in them, he 
will regard them as knowable. Only a highly endowed indi- 
vidual can follow their expositions; but even more is needed 
if an individual is to find a clear solution of these difficulties 
independently. And yet it is only by clinging to the distinction 
of such absolute Ideas that we can save philosophic thinking 
from complete shipwreck.^ 

Socrates admits that for the present he is perplexed. Parmen- 
ides replies that Socrates’ mistake is in trying to reach his 
goal too quickly; consequently without the necessary pre- 
liminary investigation he introduces the Ideas of the beautiful, 
the just, the good, and the like. It would be well for him if 
he were to follow Zeno’s manner of analysis, and adhere to 
his own particular problem, the invisible forms or Ideas which 
we apprehend by thought alone, and make them the object 
of his investigation. Parmenides expressly approves of the 
renewed assurance of Socrates that the difficulties which Zeno 
could not solve can be solved by distinguishing between the 
Ideas and the visible things. Besides, Zeno’s method of proof 
can be improved upon as follows: After the consequences of 
an hypothesis have been considered, the logical conclusions 
of the contrary hypothesis should also be considered. Therefore, 
Zeno should not have been satisfied with developing the 
assumed thesis that the many are real; he should also have 
developed its antithesis which denies the reality of the many. 
Similarly, the examination of the propositions : there is likeness 

* ei ye rt? dij . . . ui fifj idaei eidt] rmv Svroiv elrai . . ., tfjv tov duiXeyeaOai 
dmxafjiiv TTavrarraai dia<l>depEl. I35bc. 
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or unlikeness, there are motion and rest, there are generation 
and destruction, etc., implies a similar development which, for 
the sake of comparison, always takes into consideration the 
opposite. 

At Socrates’ request, Parmenides is ready to make his 
exhortation clear by an illustration. 

Thus we are lead to the second and much larger part of 
the dialogue, the detail of which need not concern us. From 
the Eleatic proposition that “Being is one” or “the one is, 

1. e., exists” a whole series of contradictory conclusions are 
drawn by the dialectical method, so that in reality every 
conclusion is denied by its contradictory, and in this manner 
the fundamental assumption is apparently carried to absurdities. 

2. Even though this antilogical development constitutes the 
greatest part of the dialogue, the content of the chapters which 
precede it is no less significant. There can be no doubt that in 
them we have one of the main passages about the Platonic 
theory of Ideas, and this time not in mythical form, but in a 
highly communicable exposition.^ The two Eleatics consider 
the theory of Ideas, as here presented, as an earnest attempt 
to solve the problems of knowledge and of Being. But the 
objections which Parmenides raises remain unrefuted. Yet it 
is clearly indicated that these objections must be refuted, and 
that a suitable explanation must be given of the relation of the 
Ideas to the sensible objects. Parmenides himself, who plays 
the most important role in the dialogue, says that, in spite of 
all the difficulties indicated, it remains certain that only the 
holding fast to the distinction between the individual, changing 
phenomena and the absolute, unchanging Ideas can save 
philosophic thinking from complete failure. More literally his 
statement is that he who does not hold to this distinction “will 
completely destroy the power of reasoning^ which tries to 

’ For further information look under slSo;, Bia, and related words 
in Plato’s writings, Neue Untersuchungen, p. 315, in addition to the 
table. Cf. also Preface to English edition, p. 10. 

* xi)v Tov diaXfyeaOai dvva/itv. 
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arrive at an understanding of things.” But this would remove 
the distinction between truth and falsehood; for, without 
recog ni z in g such a distinction, there can be no valid 
difference in opinion and no understanding about deviating 
opinions. 

In short, the real meaning of Plato seems to me to be 
well expressed in the words : The Ideas are fixed in nature like 
patterns or (what I consider to be the same) the Ideas (Gattungs- 
einheiten — generic unities) give us a firm hold and points of 
direction in the real world; whereas the individual sensible 
objects are patterned after these Ideas, and therefore partake 
in the universal characteristics of the forms. This explains the 
statement in the Phaedo that the individual objects with 
definite characteristics strive to be, but are not entirely, what 
the Idea is really and perfectly. The expression “fixed in 
nature,” ^ it seems to me, designates the permanent nature of 
the Idea which is free from all change and from all vacillating 
subjective perceptions;^ but we should be entirely wrong if 
by this we understood a spatial characteristic. Rightly Socrates 
protests against the assertion of Parmenides; If the whole 
form were in each individual object which partakes of it, then 
we would have to think of the unitary Being, which is identical 
with itself, as being in different places; this would ascribe 
differences and division to the Idea. If the Idea is in the 
individual objects, it must not for this reason be thought of 
as being in space. Socrates’ analogy of daylight, which is 
simultaneously present in many places, yet remains one, does 
not confuse the issue. One can see that the objection which 
Plato puts into the mouth of Parmenides gives him (Plato) 
great concern.® In the Timaeus^ he simply calls it an error to 

^ icndvat ev rf] <f)vaeL. 

2 It is in direct opposition to what is in the world of changing ex- 
perience (ev rjiAlv), 

® Nevertheless, daylight is not composed of many rays (particles) 
of light which fall upon the individual objects. Each ray of light is 
an effect, like all the others, of a uniform cause ; but this uniform cause 
remains untouched by the refraction of the light which is its effect. 

^ TimaeuSi 52 b. 



ONTOLOGY OF THE LATER DIALOGUES 155 

consider as unreal whatever cannot be thought of as being in 
space. 

Later Aristotle frequently and emphatically renewed the 
objeaion that the recognition of the Ideas as a special kind 
of reality, as Plato characterized them, would lead to an infinite 
regress. This statement of Aristotle indicates a lack of thorough- 
ness, as well as of profound insight. That which the Ideas and 
the sensible objects subsumed under them have in common is 
(similar to a visible model and its image) a conceptual content, 
consisting of one or more related characteristics which cannot 
be conceptually differentiated in our thinking; consequently 
they do not represent a multitude for which a unifying concept 
must be sought. However, the distinction which separates the 
Idea from its appearances, in that it regards it as the invisible 
cause of the visible things, can be made only as a distinction, 
and cannot, therefore, be represented as something which the 
two have in common (this a more inclusive Idea would have 
to be). There is, therefore, not the slightest reason for attempt- 
ing to subsume the Idea and its appearance (or the prototype 
and its images) under a higher, more universal concept. 
Besides, the notion of a general Idea is based on the epistemo- 
logical position that there is an objective cause or basis for 
the content of every conception, and of all predications in so 
far as they may be regarded as true or correct. Since our 
conceptions, as well as the propositions in which they are 
expressed, are universal in meaning and never designate an 
individual phenomenon, but many similar things, their objec- 
tive basis must be a universal characteristic which comprises 
many individual things and which is their uniform cause. A 
concept would be fantastic without a basis which conditions 
and produces similar phenomena. Should an attempt ever be 
made to look for an Idea of a higher order which subsumes 
an Idea of a lower order and its many effects (as, e.g., the Idea 
of man and the many different individuals who appear and 
disappear in history, or the Idea of the beautiful and the many 
beautiful phenomena), the attempt, to be in agreement with 
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Plato’s purpose^ could rationally be only an inquiry into the 
objective cause why a universal should be active and produce 
generic likeness in the individuals which bear its characteristic, 
so that we can speak of the coming into Being or the passing 
out of Being of men or of beautiful things. This would not 
lead us to a squaring and a further involution of the Idea of 
man and that of beauty and to an endless regress : instead, it 
would lead us to an entirely different solution. To inquire 
about the Idea of a characteristic of sensible things or of a 
sensible object means that we are to give the objective basis 
for the subjective aspect of our perceptions and conceptions.^ 
To explain this, Plato sometimes makes use of the relation 
between an image and its original. In the Timaeus^ we are 
told that the nature of an image is to be an image of an original 
and so to be dependent on it. No rational being would think 
of saying that the reason for the similarity between an image 
and its original (say a portrait and the man whom it represents) 
was due to the fact that both resembled an original of the 
original, and that this similarity was based on the fact that 
this original of the original expressed the essential features 
of still another, higher and more original, etc. We should 
rather inform a person who inquires about these things that 
the similarity was due to the fact that an object can be imitated 
and that this is in turn based on physical conditions; in part 
these conditions are active without our help, as, e.g., a reflection 
in a mirror,^ and in part they are purposely used by artists as 
a means of imitative representation.^ One of the most familiar 

^ It can readily be seen that the notion that the Ideas are the cause of 
the becoming and the development of objects is also important for 
the question as to the location (place) of the Ideas and the manner 
of their participation in the objects. 

^ Timaeusy 52c. 

* The Sophist appeals to the reality of such reflected images over 
against the logical objections of the eristics who doubt their possi- 
bility, 239de. 

^ It is true that in Bk. X of the Republic Plato says that the painter 
who paints the picture of a piece of furniture is three degrees removed 
from the Idea of the object, say of a bed or of a table; whereas God 
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criticisms which Aristotle brings against Plato’s doctrine of 
Ideas is that they are absolutely independent of and are set 
over against the finite things. Plato himself here indicates with 
the greatest care the absurd conclusions to which this would 
lead. According to this criticism, the Ideas would remain 
unknowable; but according to the illustration of the sim in the 
Republic the Ideas are not only the cause of the essence of 
things, but also of their knowability.^ 

Some of the later expositors have looked upon the Ideas as 
mere thought-constructs. Even though Plato opposes and 
rejects this position, we may ask whether it is not to be accepted 
and defended. From the early dialogues, which apparently 
came to no definite conclusion, we could, nevertheless, become 
convinced that the negation of a proposed question, even when 
evidence was advanced for it, gives us no definite assurance 
that what Plato denied in so many words was to be given up 
entirely. The refutation of the thesis and its antithesis in 
Part II of the Parmenides shows us that we must be on our 
guard, and that we must not trust every refutation nor every 
proof. Here too it is a question of an ambiguity inherent in the 
word “Idea.” As the identification of the Idea with the in-and- 
by-itselfness or the essence of things already indicates, the 
Idea (in spite of its definite relations to the objects of our 
experience) is supposed to be something independently real. 
I have called this the objective basis for our conceptions of 
the objects, which gives these conceptions their validity and 
truth. However, as soon as we speak, or even think, about this 
independent reality, we make it in a certain sense dependent 
on our verbal designation and our manner of thinking. In its 
absolute independence it would not be related to us in any 

produced the Idea, the artisan who makes the piece of furniture has 
given us an imitation of the Idea. But in this exposition, which has 
meaning only for Plato’s criticism of the creative arts (and will there- 
fore be discussed in a later section of this book), the regress from the 
image to the original reaches its end with the third step. 

^ What is there said of the Idea of the good alone, may also be said 
mediately of the other Ideas. 
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way and would therefore be truly unknowable. This is the 
nature of the case, and the difficulty is similar to that of the 
Kantian “thing in itself” which loses its “in itselfness” as soon 
as we wish to think about it and to describe it. The obscurities 
of the Parmenides follow, in part at least, from this difficult 
relationship which is subject to ambiguities. The idea as a 
thought-basis for our conceptions would be a thought-construct 
But if it were admitted that the whole reality of the 
Idea consisted in its being so conceived, its objectivity which 
is claimed to be the opposite of mere subjective existence 
would be lost. Therefore Plato’s rejection of this conception 
must be regarded as his sincere and irrefutable opinion.^ 

From the consideration of the difficulties which the Par- 
menides presents, it becomes necessary, as is clearly shown later 
(in the Sophist), that we must attribute an objective as well as 
a subjective element to the concept of reality, the trader- 
standing of which is supposed to be made clear by the term 
“Idea.” From the very begiiming my statement that the Idea 
was the objective basis for our correct ideas included these two 
elements and their definite relation. 

3. We also wish to give some consideration to the illustra- 
tions of the Ideas which appear in the conversation between 
Parmenides and Socrates. They can be divided into three 
classes. The first is formed of logical categories and is based 
on a comparison of the concepts of magnitude; the second is 
constituted of concepts of moral and aesthetic values; the 
third consists of concepts of concrete objects. It is clear that 
the objective basis of a judgment predicating that of the 
relation of size or likeness or unlikeness between two things, 
as well as of the judgment about a thing that it is beautiful, 
that it is good, differs from the objective basis of the judgment: 

1 However, the possibility of looking upon the Ideas as thoughts 
in the divine mind still remains. The Neo-Platonists regarded them 
in this manner. We shall investigate the correcmess of this position 
later. 
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this is a man, or this is a horse. Similarly such simple ideas as 
large, larger, smaller, beautiful, good, on the one hand, and 
man, horse, on the other hand, have a different objective basis. 

The sensible objects, the characteristics and relations, are 
supposed to be images of Ideas. We are not only unable to 
pass from the original to its imitations, but conversely we cannot 
go from the imitation to the original. We arrange the sensible 
things into classes; each class includes like things. And again 
we join these classes in various ways by such resemblances as 
we discover in them. Thus we bring concrete objects together 
and classify them into the organic and inorganic with their 
subdivisions. From these we distinguish invisible realities 
which can be classified with greater difficulty and with less 
certainty. We must, if and in so far as its concepts are true, 
be able to apply the whole scheme of this ancient classification, 
which existed in its main features long before Plato, to the 
realm of Ideas. It can readily be seen from the account which 
this dialogue gives that Plato, from the time he began to 
transcend the individual experiences and to seek to ground 
them in universal concepts, did not at first dare to demand 
originals for the concrete objects. He began with the concepts 
of form and of value these above all appeared to him to be 
incontestably rightly formed, and the dispute about the content 
of the concepts of moral values was to him, as a disciple of 
Socrates, of the greatest importance and its clarification the 
most pressing need. 

If Plato had wanted to explain in what the objective basis 
of a concept such as the “beautiful” or the “just” consisted, 
he would have had to describe the nature of the human soul. 
We recall chapters from the Symposium, the Phaedrus, and the 
Republic in which it is shown that the longing for beauty and 
justice lies deep in the soul of every man. It is difficult to 
prove from experience that this is true without exception, and 
it is for that reason that Plato makes such frequent use of 

^ This is true of the adjectives which appear as predicates in a sen- 
tence; it is not true of nouns which form the subject of a predicatio 



i6o THE ESSENCE OF PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY 


mythology. If the imagery of mythology through the presenti- 
ment which it arouses essentially supplements the world view 
derived from experience, then we may say that a divine power 
rules in the world. The reign of this divine power assures man 
of a reward for all his actions (this reward makes right actions 
the condition of happiness), implants a sensitiveness for beauty 
in his soul, and provides an objective basis for the concepts 
of justice and beauty in their innermost essence. 

There should also be corresponding evidence which would 
show the objective basis of the concept of equality or likeness, 
or the concept of any relation of size. These concepts receive 
their content only through a mutual comparison of different 
objects (or conceptions), and this mutual comparison is totally 
indifferent, purely external, to the objects compared. Their 
result changes with every change in position of the knowing 
subject without in the least changing the inner nature of the 
objects which have entered into other relations. I should like 
to contend that the objective basis of all predications of compari- 
son is given with the organization of the human mind, which 
has the ability not only to receive sense-perceptions, but also 
independently to make use of them. Against this the objection 
could be raised that if I were right in my contention, then the 
psychic activity of comparing and of determining relations — 
an activity described and considered in the Theaetetus as the 
essence of the soul (the mind) — or the ability for such an 
activity, would have to be identified with the Ideas of equality, 
greatness, smallness, likeness, etc. This would, indeed, be 
incompatible with many Platonic pronoimcements about the 
Ideas. But the objection would be based on a misunderstanding 
of my position. My statement that the organization of the 
human soul was disposed and determined to make comparisons 
was to indicate only one-half of the conditions for establishing 
the truth and the correctness of a concept of relation; the 
other supplementing half lies in the fact that in the objects, to 
which the comparing activity refers, there must be recognizable 
certain objective facts which justify judgments of comparison. 
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As justice, of which we speak, is objectively based in the 
appetitive nature of the human soul, so, it seems to me, 
equality, likeness, and every other relation of size which may 
be advanced are objectively based in the nature of the under- 
standing of the human soul. However, neither in the latter nor 
in the former case is the psychic nature of man alone adequate 
for a complete explanation. We must, rather, at all times take 
into consideration what for us is the world of concrete and 
external objects; finally, we must also consider the unity of the 
whole world of reality or the power which produces this imity, 
and which pervades the whole and brings our soul in contact 
with the objective world which stimulates the desires and fills 
the understanding of the soul. Just because the appetitive 
nature alone is inadequate to explain just actions, the Idea of 
justice is not to be sought in it, at least not in it alone. Similarly, 
since the ideational activity of the soul is inadequate to explain 
the appearance of quantitatively and qualitatively like or 
unlike features of phenomena, it cannot be put on the same 
plane with the Idea of any comparative concept, nor with all 
of them together. 

4. Only a few more remarks about Part II of this dialogue. 
There are many things in the Parmenides to which we could 
object, but into these I shall not now enter. And yet some of 
the very propositions, which may give the greatest offence, 
because they appear entirely sophistical, can be explained in 
such a way that they will have a good and tenable meaning. 

Because of the lack of adequate definition and because of 
the ambiguous terms used, now in one way and then again 
by an immediate transition in a wholly different sense, one 
frequently does not know where one stands. At no time have 
I been engaged with a critical piece of work which made me 
so distrustful and weary as did the confused chain of reasoning 
of this section. With increasing uneasiness and anxiety one 
follows the development of all these propositions which 
succeed each other in breathless haste, without any interrup- 

L 
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tions by the lively digressions which adorn the earlier Platonic 
dialogues so gracefully. Yet I do not doubt that Plato did this 
on purpose. The reader is to be brought into difficulties and 
despair by the propositions offered him on the authority of 
others. While these statements seem trustworthy, they all 
contradict each other. This is done so that the reader may 
compose himself and seek to become independent in his 
thinking. He will then discover for himself the rules impressed 
on the reader by the Phaedrus^ that at no time may one imder- 
take serious investigations without first laying a firm foundation 
with clearly defined concepts and psychological considerations. 
Whereas the Megaric school employed eristics partly for vain 
artistic display and partly for self-destruction (destruction of 
each other’s arguments), Plato wished to use the doubt aroused 
as an incentive for more careful attention and independent 
reflection. He who, as a consequence of this incentive, seriously 
gathers his thoughts will not only discover errors here and 
there in the antilogical arguments presented, but he will also 
glean permanent results from the chaos of the conclusions. 

To attain these results, if possible, I shall attempt to give 
as concise a review as possible of the content of the whole of 
Part II. The question is whether the reality of the one may be 
affirmed or denied. The answer to this question is derived 
from the conclusions which follow from each of the two opposite 
assumptions. The arguments reveal that: 

I. Through their inherent contradictions, a number of 
connected conclusions refute the positive as well as the 
negative aspect of the fundamental (Eleatic) assumption. Both 
assumptions are imtenable if the meaning is correct which 
follows from assuming the Eleatic concept of the absolutely 
unrelated one, determined only by its unity. It matters little 
whether the one is or is not (exists or does not exist); for 
nothing follows from it either for itself or for other things or 
for concepts to which it is not related. 

II. Other conclusions remain intact. Their main proposi- 
tions are: 



ONTOLOGY OF THE LATER DIALOGUES 163 

(d) If we affirm the reality of the one, the one must stand 
in relation to something else from which it differs, when 
logically considered, but which it also resembles, and by which 
it is spatially and temporally included. It must also include 
logically determinable differences, as well as spatial and 
temporal parts. But the other things, from which the one 
differs by nature, are also determined by characteristics. They 
have a unity which is essentially the same as that observed 
in the one. 

Inasmuch as the unity of the one is emphasized (a unity 
which is inseparably bound up with manifoldness and differ- 
ence, and only because of them is real unity), we may emphasize 
the separateness and the difference of the nature of the other 
things by abstracting from the togetherness of the moments 
which are always and inseparably united in reality. (Every- 
thing is one through the Idea which subsumes its character- 
istics. But unity in itself is only logical, never real. Reality 
requires spatial-temporal existence. The spatial-temporal is 
unquestionably manifold, but it can only be apprehended as 
a unity.) 

(b) If the reality of the one is denied in such a way that 
the denial constitutes a meaningful judgment, the statement 
means no more than that the one does not have its determinate- 
ness in itself nor from itself, but that it is to be considered 
from the point of view of other things, and that it is to be 
defined by exclusion and by contrast. Since the one remained 
the same, approximately the same logical predicates are 
attributed to it by the negative definition as were attributed to 
it by the positive one. If the one and the many are in intimate 
relationship, and if the one is defined first and then the other 
things are defined by means of it, by determining the logical 
relationship existing between them, then the observer of this 
relationship has merely changed his position, but the result of 
this observation must remain the same. 

By the negation of the reality of the one (which as previously 
is thought of as being the opposite of other things), one expects 
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a further series of conclusions in which the one would not be 
thought of; instead the others (i.e.^ the objects of nature) 
would be considered in and by themselves. This series is 
lacking; instead a different series follows. 

III. The non-existence of the one is posited in such a way 
that the indefinite, in themselves not clearly definable nor 
predicable many, are the only reality. For the other things 
abstracted from the many, all kinds of predicates thereupon 
follow; in the other series these predicates were ascribed to 
the one or its opposite, the others — but only apparently. There 
would be no real unity; and, therefore, no knowledge, no 
science, no truth. 

5. I believe that the greatest profit to be derived from this 
discussion is the realization that the Eleatic conception of 
Being as undifferentiated and unitary, and as unrelated to the 
many (Non-Being), is involved in contradictions ; that the one 
or simple Being is a contentless hypothesis which only has 
a definite meaning in its substantive form, but does not differ 
from nothing or Non-Being, which has a similar form. This 
conclusion, as we shall see, is clearly expressed by the 
thorough critique of the Eleatic doctrine as given in the 
Sophist. 

Further, the following should also be borne in mind: The. 
unity which I posit in thought contains the possibility of 
developing the whole system of numbers, the possibility of 
constructing, by continuous addition or subtraction and 
division, series which have no definite limit, and which are 
in this respect not only many but infinite. Even the necessity 
for such development is inherent in this possibility. Unity in 
itself has no meaning; to have meaning it must be differen- 
tiated from other unities. If each unity contains within itself 
the many (and infinity) whose parts stand in the same relation 
to it as the parts do to the whole, then unity, many, the whole, 
parts are related concepts, each one of which requires the 
other three. 
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To this logical development, against which I can raise no 
objections,^ the remarkable proposition is joined that Being 
is always accompanied by unity and unity by Being. In this 
manner Being and unity are also represented as mutually 
supplementing each other; and we may, therefore, infer still 
further that Being, each being, is not merely unity, but also 
multiplicity, a whole with parts (relatively a part of a 
whole). 

The question arises: How are these concepts, the one, the 
other (other things), the whole, and the parts, related to the 
Ideas whose essence and whose relation to the sensible things 
Socrates discussed in the introductory chapters? I believe that 
what IS here said of the one is true of every Idea since it is 
unitary and determined. But this is also true of each individual 
object, in so far as it is one, or is thought of as one. We may 
say that each Idea as a definite Idea differs from other definite 
Ideas and stands in a definite relation to them.^ For that reason 
the Idea may be apprehended and described not only through 
its own characteristics, but also from the point of view of other 
Ideas, i.e., by the similarities and differences in then character- 
istics. The same is true of the individual object of sense- 
perception. It stands in relation to and is in contact with other 
sensible objects which may be viewed from opposite points of 
view — now in this, now in that manner. 

But with all this nothing has yet been determined as to the 
question raised in the introductory chapters about the relation 
of the Idea to the objects of sensation. And yet in the anti- 
logical development of Part II, at least, we expect the indication 
of an answer. I believe that there is such an answer, and its 
meaning I should express as follows : “You find special 
difficulties in my doctrine and do not want to understand what 
I have said in explanation of it. I ask that you reflect whether 

^ The eristic will indeed always say: The one is not many. But he 
also says, if there is an Idea of things, then there must also be an 
Idea of the Idea. 

^ The Sophist will show that it is this relation which constitutes 
the being of the Idea. 
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such explanations, which are dilEcult to understand, do not 
appear in every investigation which seeks to get at the bottom 
of things. Do you understand the contradictory predicate 
which, as the Eleatics, Parmenides and Zeno, have shown, 
follow for everything definitely thought which is one in concept 
and yet includes many? The same is true for every spatial and 
temporal existence. Whoever is able to detect paralogisms 
during his investigations and to know them as such, and to 
ferret out whatever is earnest and tenable in them, will see how 
the above objections to my doctrine can be solved. At any rate, 
he alone will also understand where and to what extent these 
objections make it necessary to restate my position, and to 
what extent it need not be done. For the decision of this 
question the critic (whoever he may be) must be thoroughly 
prepared by the precise art of dialectics; I realize that I, too, 
am in need of further practice just as, according to Parmenides, 
the youthful Socrates must still practise the art before he can 
know all the individual Ideas and define them adequately. 
Let us once more investigate the matter thoroughly.” 

According to the pattern which is here given with the 
explanation of the concept of Being, the investigation would 
have to take the following course: To begin with, if the Ideas 
exist and do not exist as independent entities ; or in the second 
place, if they stand or do not stand in relation with others — 
What follows (i) for the Ideas themselves? (2) for the objects? 
This investigation has already been made in part by the 
introductory conversation between Socrates and Parmenides. 
The conclusion arrived at is that if the Ideas (see page 162,!) are 
thought of as separate, unrelated entities, they remain imknow- 
able. So neither from the assumption of their existence nor 
from the assumption of their non-existence does anything 
follow either for the Ideas themselves or for the objects. 
Besides, it has become evident (this corresponds to p. 164, III) 
that if one wishes to think of the Ideas differently, i.e., in such 
a way that we should have to affirm their standing in relation 
to the sensible objects, yet deny their reality, then there are 
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no knowledge and no truth.^ For him who wishes to determine 
the conditions of possible knowledge^ there still remains the 
following problem for investigation (this corresponds to II 
above): If the Ideas exist, not imrelated but related to the 
things of sense, how must their Being, their true reality be 
conceived, and in what does this relation between them and 
the objects exist? 

It seems to me that Plato’s main purpose in the Parmenides 
is to urge the readers to consider seriously to what extent they 
wish to hold to the doctrine of Ideas, or to the entities existing 
in and by themselves, offered them in a m5rthological cloak 
in the earlier dialogues, and to what extent they find the doctrine 
in need of correction and completion. At any rate, it is especially 
noticeable that in all the later Platonic dialogues with their 
many profound and careful investigations devoted to essential 
Being, the old theory of Ideas scarcely ever occurs. Only in one 
place of the Timaeiis shall we encounter expositions which 
remind us of the Ideas as set forth in the Phaedrus and the 
Republic^ etc. 


B. THE SOPHIST 

I. The Sophist continues the discussion of the Theaetetus and 
supplements the results attained there. By investigating the 
concepts, it throws light on the relation between knowledge 
and Being, not from the point of view of the subject of know- 
ledge through psychological explanations, but from the point 
of view of the object of knowledge — of reality, of Being. 
This investigation begins with an historical, critical review. 
Plato asks : What did other philosophers say about the concept 
of Being? 

Two points of view are considered: (i) whether Being is one 
or many (i.e., the number of the elements); (2) the nature of 
Being. When considered from each of these viewpoints, the 
earlier philosophers can be divided into two groups. As far 

^ The Theaetetus determined that truth arises from relating a sense- 
impression to an Idea. ^ Kant would say: “Possible experience.” 
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as the number of the elements is concerned, most of them 
affirm an original plurality, e.g., duality of Being. Others, 
e.g., the Eleatics, affirm the reality of the one, indivisible and 
undifferentiated. Upon careful examination, one sees that the 
assumption of two kinds of Being quickly leads to tliat of 
three, that of three to four, that of four to five, that of five 
to six, and so ad infinitum, since we cannot stop with any definite 
number.^ For example, if we take the dry and the moist, the 
warm and the cold, the light and the dark, or any one of the 
pairs which were placed at the beginning of things and recognize 
them as first principles, then upon the first predication which 
we make about them, if it is really to have meaning and validity, 
we must posit a third type of Being. For example, in the 
predication that reality is two and that each of the two is one, 
duality and unity are assumed as existing. If these are com- 
pared with each other and the so-called first principles, other 
predicates follow which (if they are to be correct) must have 
an objective basis in the existing relations of Being. With our 
predications, we are on the direct, never-ending path which 
leads from duality to infinity. But we find ourselves on the same 
path when we consider the so-called simple and indivisible, 
in itself undifferentiated Being of the Eleatics. All adjectival 
predications which we make of it, as well as the characterization 
of it as a unity which the Eleatics attribute to it, the very act 
of naming Being, posits differences — at least the last posits 
the difference of the thing itself from its name. Thus we pass 
from imity to duality. How we proceed from duahty, we 
already know. If we wish to avoid every differentiation, we are 
not only forbidden to designate Being by a word and to exclude 
every predication about it, but the very thought of the concept 
of Being is destroyed. The so-called one Being, of which we 
may predicate or think neither unity nor Being, becomes 
identical with Non-Being. The something becomes empty 
nothing. 

’ Cf. the origin of the concepts of number according to the Parmen- 
ides, p. 164 above. 
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Similar difficulties confront us if one investigates the his- 
torical answers to the question about the inner nature of Being. 
The opposing views are those of materialism and spiritualism. 

The materialists identify Being with the material, i.e., with 
that against which we bump in space and which we can touch 
with our hands.^ The others, we are told, affirm immaterial 
Ideas which form the content of thought and constitute true 
reality.^ Everything bodily they explain, on the contrary, as 
mere Becoming. Of Being they affirm still further that it exists 
in and by itself in reverent holiness, unmoved, without action, 
and without passion. The leader of the conversation — it is not 
Socrates, but an unnamed Eleatic, who is brought in by 
Socrates, and who is induced to carry on the argument — finds 
both definitions inadequate, since neither does justice to the 
reahty of the psychic life. One could not seriously affirm that 
not only is the soul demonstrable, but also its movements or 
activity and its good and bad attributes are demonstrable. 
With this materialism is readily refuted. The refutation of the 
other one-sided position is more complicated and not so simple. 
It is the position which is — strangely — attributed to the friends 
of the Ideas. ^ But Plato says: If they admit that our souls 
enter into a knowing relation with the so-called unchangeable 
reahty of Being, then knowledge cannot be understood in any 
other way than as an action or passion of the soul; correspond- 
ingly on the part of the known object there must also be an 
adequate passion and action. (There is no action without a 
corresponding passion, and no passion without a corresponding 
action.) Whether one regards the behaviour of the soul in the 
knowing process as active rather than passive, or perhaps at 
one and the same time as active and passive, at any rate, the 
relation between it, as the subject of thinking, and Being, 
reality, as the object of knowledge, is a relation which may be 

^ Their definition is: ovala ~ aw/na or ova la = 8 irapixei irapaPoX^ kqI 
iTTa(j)i^v riva. 

2 votjrd drra Kal daw par a eiSt] rrp^ dXrjOivijV odaCa elvai^ 246b. 

® They are called oi rwv eidwv (l>LAoiy 248a. 



170 THE ESSENCE OF PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY 

described by the correlative concept action-passion.^ This 
excludes the perfect rigidity and immobility of Being as object 
of thought. On the other hand, it must not be forgotten^ that 
if knowledge is to arise, there must be a certain amoimt of 
stability in the relation of the object to the subject; a certain 
permanence is necessary for both. It follows, therefore, that 
nothing else remains except to think of Being at one and the 
same time as in motion and as not in motion. 

When the pecuUar doctrine of the “friends of the Ideas” 
has proved itself imtenable, the Eleatic proposes another 
definition which is contrary to those of the opponents, and 
which may not be wholly adequate; but it is a definition to 
which they can for the moment agree, since it is better than 
their own. It rims as follows: “Anything has real existence 
when it in anyway has inherent in it the power to affect another 
thing or to be affected, even if only for a single moment and 
in the slightest degree, by something else, no matter how 
insignificant that thing may be. Therefore I propose the 
following definition of Being: Being is nothing but power,”^ 
or Being is power. 

2. This has brought us to a declaration which is the greatest 
stumbling-block and the most cogent objection to tlie tradi- 
tional conception of the doctrine of Ideas. It will be necessary 
to devote a httle more space to it. Yet I do not wish to introduce 
an exposition which will interrupt our argument before we 
have considered the epistemological explanations of the 
Sophist, which involve a further explanation of the concept 
of reahty. We had reached the conclusion: Being must at one 
and the same time be thought of as in motion and not in motion. 

^ TTOLEiv-Trdaxei'V. 

^ The proof for this was already given in the Theaetetus and earlier 
in the Cratylus, The proposition is here given anew. 

® 247de. This is restated in 248c as follows : “We have determined as 
an adequate definition of real things: If a thing has inherent in it the 
power of being affected or of affecting others, no matter how small 
the thing.” 



ONTOLOGY OF THE LATER DIALOGUES 171 

To this, logic raises its objection: How is that possible? The 
contradiction — so the Eleatic leader of the conversation 
declares — is as pronounced as if one wished to speak of Not- 
Being. It is evident, however, that the Eleatic prohibition, not 
to speak of Non-Being, must lead to the denial of every 
predication, of every judgment. And yet all our tliinking takes 
place in the form of judgments. By advancing hypotheses, the 
Eleatics contradict themselves. The very assertion that one 
may not predicate anything of Being except that it is, and that 
one may not speak of Non-Being, is a judgment. He who 
wishes to hold to the Eleatic prohibition would have to refrain 
from thinking and speaking. One has to remember that the 
judgment, as it at all times is formulated, is a fundamental 
fact and is the incontestable assumption of all logic and of all 
disputes.^ In its simplest form, the judgment (this is true of 
every judgment) consists of a noun (6Vo/xa in the narrower 
sense), which is the subject of the predication, and of a verb 
(pT^jLta), which, in conjunction with the noun, expresses an 
action or passion of the subject, or it expresses a relation of 
the subject to something else and thereby indicates a positive 
or negative characteristic. A single noun or a series of nouns 
gives us no predication. ‘‘Lion, deer, horse,” is no judgment. 
Nor does the judgment arise by positing a verb or a series of 
verbs, e.g., “walks, runs, sleeps.” Whereas “man learns,” 
“the lion walks,” or “man is good,” “real things are in motion” 
or “at rest” constitute judgments.^ He who makes such a 
judgment differentiates between two things in the concepts 
of the subject and the predicate; yet at the same time he assumes 
in the different things real relations which he wishes to charac- 
terize by the predication. The Being which is expressed in 
such judgments as “a man is good,” “real things are at rest,” 
i.e., are immobile, immutable, means nothing else but such a 

^ Compare the more detailed exposition in my Neue Untersuchungen^ 
pp. 54 ff. 

2 The examples are found in 262c, 251b, 252a. Also compare Theaete- 
tusy 2o6d and Crary /us, 5425a, 431c. 
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relation between the concept of the subject and that of the 
predicate, a determining of the subject by the attributes of 
the predicate; it is the relation of the one being influenced by 
the other.^ Or the nature of the subject is as the predicate 
indicates it. (The ambiguity which still clings to the predication 
of Being and which needs more careful explanation is made 
imivocal by the relation which the judgment expresses. But 
it is only a question of a relation, and it is altogether false if 
one thinks that the judgment “S is P”^ affirms the identity 
between S and P.) This being of such and such a nature, 
which excludes other characteristics, may also be negatively 
expressed as not-of-a-different nature.'* For that reason, the 
Being which is expressed in the judgment is in a certain sense 
identical with Not-Being. Conversely we may say that Not- 
Being — in spite of the objections of the Eleatics — exists (is 
real). It is real in the sense that it is other or dilferent (hepov). 
Not-Being is inconceivable in any other sense (in fact, as 
Parmenides expresses it, “unthinkable and inexpressible”). 
Therefore, as soon as one speaks of Not-Being (speaking is 
only to be recognized as an uttering of sounds which have 
meaning), one means Not-Being in this sense. To pronounce 
on the correctness of a judgment, one has to decide which 
definite relations between the concept of the subject and that 
of the predicate are valid and which are not valid. In this 
connection, Plato returns once more to the eristic objection 
that false judgments or predications are impossible, since they 
would have to speak of Not-Being; this would be contradic- 
tory. By comparing two propositions “Theaetetus sits” and 
“Theaetetus flies,” which have the same subject for their 
predications, he shows that no one can fail to recognize the 
difference between the true and the false judgment. He im- 

* In 252b the relation between them is expressed as a Koivwvia 
TiaOqparoi;. 

^ Plato does not yet know of the use of these simple letters. This 
belongs to later logic. 

’ So that both Being and Not-Being are only differentiated through 
a subjective consideration which uses this or that view-point. 
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proves the vague and controvertible definition of the false 
judgment, “which affirms Not-Being as Being or Being as 
Not-Being,” by saying that it truly predicates Being of an 
object (even flying has Being, i.e., it is an activity derived from 
experience), but it is a Being which does not belong to it;^ 
that is to say, it affirms of the subject a relation to something 
else which does not take place, or it denies a relation to some- 
thing which actually takes place. At any rate, Being belongs to 
everything which is thought and investigated; but only in the 
sense of being determined in a certain manner. It is still 
doubtful how this “certain manner’’ is to be conceived or in 
what its definiteness consists. Similarly Not-Being, as well as 
to-be-identical-with-itself and to-be-different-from-something, 
is true of everything which is thought. Further (in accordance 
with the general definition that Being is power), motion and 
not-motion, i.e., permanence or rest, may also be predicated 
of it. (Otherwise what is in motion would be unknowable and 
not predicable.) 

The pronouncement here made about the meaning of pre- 
dication or of the judgment supplements the position of the 
Theaetetus as to the origin of the judgment, and forms the 
basis for a theory (about the judgment) which shows scarcely 
any loopholes and which can hardly be improved. That this 
theory was satisfactory to Plato is evidenced by the fact that 
at a much later time it is briefly set forth in the Philebus, But 
it is closely connected with a definition of reality or the concept 
of Being which we could gather from the Theaetetus y and which 
is definitely expressed in the Sophist, In the judgment, the 
predication of Being has different meanings.^ These depend 
on the subject about which the predications are made and on 
the relations into which the subject is brought by the predica- 
tion. Inasmuch as the judgment is true and correct, these 
relations are not ascribed from without to Being through the 

1 dvrcjv dvra erepay 263b. Cf. also Preface to English edition, p. 10. 

^ There is no Being which is not in relation with something else and 
whose relation could not be described by a judgment. 
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arbitrariness of a judging understanding; they have rather an 
objective existence. Objectively, relations can only exist as 
causal relations when they produce or when they suffer change. 
This corresponds to the definition: Being is power to act or 
to be acted upon; Being is action and passion. This definition 
was the result of the investigation which was expressly under- 
taken for the purpose of determining the concept of Being; 
this investigation makes use of all the efforts of the earlier 
philosophers to define this concept. As we have seen (p. 169), 
the definition was introduced with the greatest emphasis — 
the words used are, “I propose the following definition in 
order to determine the concept of reality” — and later it is 
once more stated in an abbreviated form. 

3. It is true that some doubt is indicated whether the newly 
proposed definition is altogether satisfactory. For the present, 
at least, we are told, the opponents may perhaps agree to it.^ 
However, this may only be a change in modesty out of defer- 
ence for the opinions of others; yet we may have to attribute 
greater meaning to this limitation. In fact, there is a passage 
in the Sophist which seems to demand that the concept of 
Being be supplemented at a later time. To weaken the objection 
which the “friends of the Ideas” may have against the position 
that a spiritual relation between the knowing subject and its 
immaterial object of knowledge is that of action and passion, 
the question is immediately put: “Shall we, in fact, be easily 
persuaded that motion, life, soul, and reason do not belong 
to Being (reality)^ in its full sense, that Being does not live 
nor think, but that it dwells without mind® in an unchanging 
majestic holiness?”^ This seems inconceivable. At any rate, 
mind must be attributed to it. Then too it must have life. And 
it can only have life if it has a soul;® and again as a Being with 
a soul it cannot be without motion. 

’ “It is possible that something else will recommend itself to us and 
to them at a later time,” 248 e. - rw TraneXux; ovxi. 

® vovv ovK ixov. ^ 248e. ® Sfiilivxov. 
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Is it not possible that the conclusion is pressed upon us that 
the real is to be defined as having a soul? I find it of importance 
for an understanding of this much disputed passage that in 
what follows the expression. Being (reality), is frequently 
replaced by an expression which designates the whole of cosmic 
reality.^ In this I should like to see the indication that we 
cannot understand and that we cannot satisfactorily (exhaus- 
tively) define the real without directing our attention to the 
whole of reality which is known to us in two ways: 
as the physical or material and the non-physical or im- 
material to which spiritual Being belongs. At any rate, the 
exposition in the Timaeus is in agreement with this interpre- 
tation. 

4. Before leaving the Sophist, we must investigate who the 
“friends of the Ideas” are whose propositions are here over- 
thrown, as are those of their opponents, the materialists. We 
are told that they are the Megarics. They may be included in 
this classification, but at no time must we think of them alone. 
He who bears in mind the discussion of the Ideas of the Phaedo, 
the Republic, the Phaedrus, and the first chapters of the Par- 
menides must also (most certainly) include the Platonic Socrates 
among the “friends of the Ideas.” And if he is the most 
important one in the group of whom the reader, without doubt, 
will have thought rather than of anyone else — then what does 
the criticism brought against the contentions of the “friends 
of the Ideas” mean? 

Of this two explanations are possible. Either Plato wishes to 
correct his own views, which he formerly held, or he wishes to 
protest against a misunderstanding to which the manner of 
presenting his views gave rise. To me the second alternative 
seems the probable one. I conjecture that greater significance 
was attached to the proofs for immortality, as given in the 
Phaedo, by the followers of Plato (in the Academy) than 
Plato wished to attribute to them. From this misunderstandings 

^ x6 Ttav, 249d and 252a where rd ovxa appears as the equivalent. 
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necessarily arose as to the meaning of the Ideas.^ Thus it 
seems to me that the “friends of the Ideas,” spoken of by the 
Sophist, are Platonists who enthusiastically followed the hints 
of the Platonic myths in the Symposium, the Phaedrus, and 
those expositions of the Phaedo which are more rhetorical than 
philosophical, and who were inclined to take them literally. 

Of course, we do not wish to deny that Plato had reason 
to improve certain points of his own presentation. E.g., some 
views which he left undecided or ambiguous at an earlier time 
had to be formulated and defined more carefxilly. With the 
Theaetetus this energetic effort begins. With an unmistakable 
deliberate abandonment of all charm, of all poetical decorations 
of presentation, this efibrt is continued in those dialogues 
which are externally a continuation of the Theaetetus', in short, 
the argument proceeds by carefully avoiding all flowery 
expressions. The Plato of the years after 369 is no longer the 
same, and he ceases to give Socrates the leading role. The 
only question is whether there is a break in the development 
of his thoughts; whether he consciously abandoned the old 
conception of essential Being and its relation to knowledge. 
It seems to me that this is not the case. 

C. THE STATESMAN 

I. The Statesman may be regarded as Part II of the Sophist. 
In addition to supplementing and confirming the epistemo- 
logical doctrines of the Theaetetus and the Sophist, it brings 
us something altogether new. Plato emphasizes this new 
element so much that one cannot help noticing that he considers 
it a discovery of the greatest importance. It is the distinction 
between two kinds and two standards of measurement or 
— ^if we translate more freely — two ways of determining 
comparative attributes (characteristics). We are told that the 
one standard of measurement is relative and leads to predica- 

’ According to the Phaedo, the disembodied soul is supposed to be 
able to come in contact with the Ideas. 
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tions which are expressed by the comparative forms of the 
adjective. — To the larger and smaller of the text we may add 
stronger and weaker, more or less, and still retain the meaning 
of the text; whereas the other standard of measurement is 
absolute. It measures,^ as Plato expresses it, “Every production 
with reference to a necessary and absolute essence.” That is 
to say, it relates everything to an absolute standard, and regards 
as false the “too” or “all too” which modify the adjectives 
describing the object and which do not agree with this 
standard. 

We are also told that the two kinds of measurement deter- 
mine two divisions of all the arts (rexvac) or sciences. One 
division includes all the sciences which “measure number, 
length, depth, breadth in relation to their opposites”; the othe 
division includes the sciences which measure “with referen 
to the mean, the appropriate, the opportune, the mora. 
necessary; in short, with reference to a standard which . 
determined once for all and which lies between two possible 
extremes.” — We may call this the ideal mean. — ^A further 
description of the two branches reveals that the first includes 
the sciences which are concerned with what is purely con- 
ceptual or abstract; the other includes the sciences which pass 
judgment upon the conditions of the real world, and which 
determine the temporal and spatial status of the concrete 
objects in this world, or which wish to mould them in accord- 
ance with a standard. Pure mathematics is a good example of 
the first class. For it, there is only a more or less, a larger or 
smaller. For it, there is no “all-too-intense,” “all-too-much,” 
or “all-too-little” ; neither is there a distinction between values. 
On the contrary, for it every number and every magnitude is, 
abstractly considered, of equal value with any other, and from 
a different point of view it seeks the mutual relationship of the 
one to the other. What it determines either has “Being,” ^ 

^ Or “according to the standard of the nature” (the given essence 
of nature) “necessary for all production.” Kara rrjv Tfjq yeveaecog 
dvayKalov ovalav^ 283d. ^ dv. 

M 
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abiding reality, and is scientifically valid (i.e., in agreement 
with all other knowledge in its field), or it does not have Being 
(i.e., it is “Non-Being”^), and as such is scientifically impossible 
and, because of its contradictions, it is rejected; in short, it 
is not in harmony with existing reality, and is, therefore, once 
for all excluded from it. On the other hand, the achievements 
of the artist and the tradesman are difficult® because they are 
subject to an ideal which the artist and tradesman may or may 
not attain. That is to say, in the one (mathematics), the question 
concerns existing and non-existing relations; in the other, it 
is a task which demands effort and at best can only be solved 
by such an effort. 

Plato lets the Eleatic leader of the conversation give the 
’lustration of pure mathematics. The careful reader, who is 
ged on by hints to pursue the proposed path when the 
ders hesitate, must ask and search what other sciences are 
icluded in the first art of measurement. He will see that 
dosely related to the science about the relations of numbers 
or pure mathematics is the science of the relation of concepts, 
regardless of their contents. This includes formal logic, as 
well as ontology or metaphysics. Further, we must include in 
this art of measurement every pure theory not concerned with 
purpose. Mathematics even extends to the other division and 
forms its essence, since it, too, is concerned with measurement. 
Even the practical arts are to be based on the art of measure- 
ment.® When mathematics does not limit itself to theory, but 
sets for itself practical tasks for the solution of which it 
employs its knowledge of the relation of numbers and magni- 
tudes, then it must take into consideration the peculiarities of 
the actual conditions, i.e., the pecuharity of the material which 
is to be formed according to a purpose, or it has to take into 
consideration “the essential nature necessary for all becoming”; 

^ ovK ov. ^ ov xaXeTTov^ 2%^, 

® In the Philebus, Plato returns to the distinction here made and 
says (55e) that practical arts have real science and knowledge only 
in so far as they contain the art of number, of measuring, and of 
weighing. 
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as such this essential nature is independent of man’s free will. 
At any rate it is true that everything which comes into Being 
is subject to the art of measurement.^ Protagoras, however, 
must abandon his position that man is “the measure of all 
things,”^ and he must admit that the individual, sensible 
objects have within them the measure of their form, or that 
this measure consists in an objective law of development.^ 
Very likely this is the new thing which is to be taught by the 
distinction between the two arts of measurement. It is the 
knowledge that when we measure and compare we are boimd 
to and necessitated by something which is independent of us 
and which we must recognize as a fact. 

To begin with, we recognize in the activity known as 
thinking, distinguishing, counting, and comparing measure- 
ment our own subjective arbitrariness. Counting and distin- 
guishing proceed from one to two and three and beyond into 
the infinite (cf. pp. 167 f.). Every characteristic of Being which 
we perceive, we may compare with an endless number of other 
characteristics, and we shall always find that it is not what 
they are.^ Everything which we perceive as large, we can per- 
ceive as small by changing our point of view, and vice versa. 

^ 285a. juerpi^aecog juev yap dr} rtva rponov mivif ovoaa evreyya 
2 On the contrary, it is affirmed in the Laws (716c) that God is the 
measure of all things. 

® “Law of development.” This best gives the meaning of the Greek 
expression which I translated (p. 177) as “the necessary and absolute 
essence for production.” I was frequently tempted to use this ex- 
pression when I was striving to elucidate the meaning of the term 
“Idea,” but I purposely refused to do so. Only in a note (p. 141, note 3) 
did I use it where I expatiated on the statement that something 
permanent would have to be recognizable in motion. We may say a 
law which enables us to know and to designate motion as motion of a 
definite kind. Above (p. 154) we made clear that the Idea, as the objec- 
tive basis of a judgment, because the words joined into a proposition 
do not designate anything individual but a whole class of similar things, 
must comprise many individuals and must be their common cause. 
The expression, law of form {Bildungsgesetz) or law of development, 
was readily thought of as the cause of this generic similarity. But 
compare pp. 181, 183 below. 

* direipov TrXrfiei to /i?) Sophist y 2560. 



i8o THE ESSENCE OF PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY 

In all these illustrations, one of which now and then appeared 
in the earlier dialogues, we have the confirmation for the 
validity of the famous saying of Protagoras that man is the 
measure of all things. Over against this, in the Theaetetus 
Socrates already demanded, as a condition for the validity of 
the difference between truth and falsehood, that a realm must 
be discovered to which our subjective arbitrariness does not 
apply. He hinted that no one really believes in the boundless 
omnipotence of this arbitrariness, and he ardently gave expres- 
sion to his personal conviction that morality belongs to this 
sought-for realm to which this arbitrariness does not apply; 
and that this provides us with a necessary and universal 
standard by which we judge human actions and with which the 
morally good is in agreement. The whole ramification of this 
realm could not yet be given in the Theaetetus, This is done 
in the Statesman, The contraposition of two types of ‘‘art” 
clearly indicates that the arbitrariness of looking at things 
ceases as soon as they are considered from the point of view 
of a purpose which guides every practical activity of art. That 
which constitutes the superiority of the expert over the layman 
is not the thought of a universal purpose — even the dabbler 
holds to that — but the knowledge of the means for attaining 
this purpose, a familiarity with the manner of operation, or 
with the characteristics of the material which must be formed 
in accordance with a purpose. 

The Theaetetus still left us in doubt whether there could be 
objectively true predications, or, in other words, whether there 
could also be real knowledge of sensible things.^ This doubt is 
solved here — at least for all those who hold that in the realm 
of the human arts the distinction between the expert, the 
dabbler, and the layman is valid. Of course, this is as yet no 
strictly scientific proof which would give us accurate know- 
ledge; but it is high probability. The absolute proof— which 

^ According to the earlier investigations, one might think that real 
knowledge is only possible of the unchanging, of the tmiversal, of the 
abstract. See p. i8i f. 
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is here abandoned as too round-about — could only be given 
if it were shown in detail how every art, practised and recog- 
nized by men as such, attains its goal only by a very definite 
procedure which regularly produces the same effects with the 
material on which it labours. 

2. The new element, therefore, which the Statesman intro- 
duces with this double art of measurement is merely an 
expansion and a generalization of a hint already given in the 
Theaetetus. This gives it greater substantiation. If it was asserted 
in the Theaetetus (cf. p. 137) that no one, by his changing and 
arbitrary evaluation, could mistake the useful for the harmful, 
and that the previous difference of opinion whether something 
would be advantageous or disadvantageous could have no 
effect on the later judgment about the real consequences, it is 
shown in the Statesman that whenever human beings prepare 
the empirically given material for their sensuous, spiritual 
needs and enjoyments, there is the belief that there is regu- 
larity of production or an objective law which is in the objects, 
and at the basis of the definite material^ and the instruments 
for working that material. This regularity is constantly manifest- 
ing itself. This conclusion was already hinted at in the Gorgias, 
and in the Cratylus it was rather extensively developed^ by 
certain examples. 

In the Theaetetus it was shown that the vacillating uncer- 
tainty of judgments about sensible objects could only be 
overcome if a normal, i.e., healthy, condition could be found 
for those who pass judgment. But if one of the two motions, 
which when they meet give rise to the attributes, originates in 
the subject or in the one who passes the judgment, and if the 
other motion arises in the object of the judgment, then a 
normal condition must also be required for the object. In the 
Statesman, this normal condition is set up as the standard, and 

We must not only think of such examples as the vavnrfyia of the 
Philebus, but also of those of Qr/ropiKt] of the Phaedrus. 

^ Cf. Platon, I, pp. 464 If. and Neue Untersuchungen, pp. 259, 262 If. 
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what is in agreement with it is valid, what is not in agreement 
with it is invalid. With this we have found a practicable means 
for uniting the conflicting opinions about the concrete or the 
changing. If we may assume a normal course of development 
for the concrete objects, then the individual and continuous 
forms or levels^ will appear for a limited time as the expression 
of the law of development, and they will therefore be regarded 
as typical. All things can be compared with these typical forms, 
and by determining the deviation from the type, we clearly 
determine them. In this manner knowledge of things coming 
into Being is possible. It can be acquired as we acquire know- 
ledge of abstract Being. The results of the Theaetetus seem to 
me to be maintained throughout the Statesman. From this 
I conclude further that what Plato says about the art of measur- 
ing refers not merely to the relation of magnitudes, but also 
to the predications about colour, temperature, etc.; these are 
combined with the predications of the Theaetetus about magni- 
tudes. Accordingly Plato’s position is: He who predicates 

^ It is self-evident that whatever remains the same during a process 
of development cannot be represented in a single, spatially limited 
form. For the nature of development, as was already shown in the 
Phaedo^ is that Non-Being is constantly springing from Being, or 
that what is not yet definitely determined proceeds from what is 
definitely determined (and conversely. Being is derived from Non- 
Being; what has one definite form from sometliing which has another 
form). The unchanging which unites them can only be represented 
in a series of external forms. In this process every individual form will 
appear as inadequate and yet as full of content, and its meaning and 
value are the same as those of any other form. For from the beginning 
to the end of the development, they are necessary forms, determined 
by the law of development. — E.g., the process of development to which 
an organism is subject during its life implies that the expression 
which the law takes from one moment to another should be different. 
But there is a normal behaviour for this unfolding of causally linked 
conditions, viz., that of health, and an abnormal behaviour which 
deviates from it in many forms of disease. That which lies at the basis 
as the objective condition of this process could be called the power 
which expresses itself in its effects (and can be described only by its 
effects). Thus one may speak of a power of life (JLehenskraft). In 
Platonic terminology this would be the “Idea of the life process” 
or of life. 
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anything of sensible characteristics means by such a predication^ 
when it is carefully considered, a certain degree of this 
characteristic; this degree is the result of comparing it with 
something else which was previously perceived. And if the 
meaning of these characteristics is to be very accurately 
expressed, they would have to be thought of comparatively 
and the point of comparison indicated with reference to which 
they arose. This is also true of the relations of magnitudes. 

The verbal expression with which the second art of measur- 
ing is characterized in the Statesman substantiates my position. 
It takes into consideration, we are told, “the strictly necessary 
nature of Becoming,” or the “coming into Being of that which 
is in accordance with measure.” From the earlier dialogues, 
as, e.g., the Phaedo^ we were accustomed to consider essential 
Being and Becoming as irreconcilable opposites.^ According 
to this position. Becoming could have no truth and could not 
be the object nor the content of knowledge; whereas here we 
are told of Becoming which “really” becomes.^ The subjective 
concept of truth also has corresponding objective reality. 
All reality becomes known in the true judgment, and every 

^ Even the “friends of the Ideas” of the Sophist (p. 169) place the two 
over against each other. 

2 From my contributions to the explanation of the Sophist {Neue 
Untersuchurigen^ p. 83 f), I should like to append the following: “The 
expression . . . omta yeveaewg . . . and ovreog yiyfvofXEvov ... I explain 
as follows : With this distinction Plato purposely wishes to destroy the 
notion that he only regards the dvr cog ov in contrast to yiyvojuevov as 
real. Existence, the real, is, as is shown in the Sophist y not an un- 
changing 6V, but a changing yiyvojLievov. As a consequence of these 
expositions, one may place an diawg ov as the mere conceptual — for 
even the conceptual is in a certain sense, dvrog, as soon as it is taken 
up in our thought, and, let us say, made the subject of the pro- 
position — over against what really exists, not merely what is thought. 
The addition of dvrog would, therefore, have only the value of 
reminding us that elvai in its most general meaning belongs to both 
types of Being, the 6v and the yiyvofievovy or it is intended to intro- 
duce the more exact characterization of the form of elveuy so that it 
could be translated: Precisely expressed, carefully considered.” Cf. 
Neue Untersuchungeuy p. 87. 
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true judgment is founded on reality. Whatever really becomes 
must also be knowable. 

This may also be inferred from the necessity or the rigid 
conditionality which is here ascribed to Becoming. It can 
mean nothing else but that in the process of Becoming there 
is something permanent, something which does not change, 
that a law pervades it and that Becoming, therefore, has the 
characteristics which the Sophist (and in a veiled manner 
already the Theaetetus) considers to be the fundamental 
features of reality. Art or applied science observes this necessity, 
or that which remains the same in the changing states, i.e., the 
law of change or development (or if one prefers, the manifesta- 
tion of its effects); the existence^ of art depends on this law. 
For only the permanent, the unchanging can be apprehended, 
never the changing which disappears the moment it comes into 
Being. And in so far as we apprehend the unchanging within 
the change and make it the basis for a true conception, it 
appears as an Idea. 

Thus we again arrive at the conclusion that the Idea is the 
form-giving law of Becoming or of what develops. Be it noted, 
however, that this is only true of the realm of Becoming, 
of the concrete, the perceptible. The abstract, to which Plato 
never thought of denying reality, is to be clearly distinguished 
from the concrete. So it finally becomes evident — other 
considerations already indicated this — that there are Ideas 
differing in kind as well as in degree, that there is a realm of 
Ideas® which is organized just as the reality, which depends 
upon and is determined by it, is organized. 

3. In spite of this, he who says with Aristotle that the Ideas 
are a duplication of the things of sense is greatly in error. 
First of all, there are Ideas, as we have again shown, not 

^ Because of this knowledge and observation of the law of development 
the knowledge of the expert differs from the groping uncertainty of 
the layman. In accordance with this, the ideal or the ought for any 
realm is determined. 

* Cf. also Preface to English edition, p. 10. 
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merely of the objects of sense and their characteristics — ^we 
must not forget the Ideas of the beautiful, the just, the equal, 
etc., of which the Phaedo spoke so frequently; but there is also 
an Idea of number, of Being, as well as of mathematics, and of 
ontology. In fact, there is an Idea of every theoretical science 
in addition to the Ideas of all the perceptible and imperceptible 
objects and relations which these sciences recognize as existing. 
Second, the Idea is related to the objects of sense much as it 
is related to the imperceptible things. With the one as with the 
other, the term “Idea,” or a similar expression designating essen- 
tial Being or what exists in and by itself, serves to indicate 
the basis of its reality. If all this were thought of as happening 
in such a way that the mere word “Idea” gave us an adequate 
explanation, we would have useless duplication which would 
lead to inconsistency. However, for Plato the word “Idea” is 
from the very beginning only a sign for a problem, which is 
still to be solved by setting out from definite facts and following 
causal relations or by causal explanation. The real purpose and 
meaning of advancing the Ideas are that we do not merely 
wish to accept, but to imderstand the given; we want an 
explanation of actual Being, an explanation which is to separate 
Being from the phenomena. As was shown in the Theaetetus, 
the sensationalist, if he is consistent, falls into complete 
subjectivism, and for him there is therefore no sense in asking 
for a standard to distinguish between true and well-grounded 
phenomena. The Idea is what is rightly apprehended in 

AN OBJECT, WHETHER THAT OBJECT BE MATERIAL OR IMMATERIAL. 
It is the PERCEIVABLE AND CONCEIVABLE OBJECT IN ITS ESSENTIAL 
Being, freed from the accretions and additions attributed to 
it by an inept vmderstanding having predicated false relation- 
ships of it. 

In the “dialectical” or logical investigation which is intro- 
duced^ in the Sophist, the Statesman, and the Philebus, Plato 
discovers the means for separating the Idea from its deceptive 
cloak. The more the logical investigation proceeds in co- 
^ Later we shall investigate this in greater detail. 
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operation with the epistemological investigations, the more 
definite becomes the meaning of the Idea.^ 

I do not doubt that Plato assumes a special reason for the 
existence of the visible and invisible (abstract) objects between 
which he clearly distinguishes, and each of which he subjects 
to a special art of measurement. With this distinction he wishes 
to designate two main types of Ideas; each of these is still 
further divided. In so far as we succeed in following these 
ramifications with our logic, we shall find that such classifi- 
cations as we make are not subjectively arbitrary. To use the 
expression of the Statesman (262a), they are not mere parts, 
but Ideas. 

The arbitrary divisions may be regarded as artificial and 
contrary to nature, because they disregard and go contrary to 

^ We may say that the word “Idea/’ which at first merely designated 
the position of a necessary unknown, an AT, has received several 
meanings by solving the equations which expressed the value of the 
unknown magnitude. Especially the investigations in the Sophist 
about the concept of Being have very clearly indicated this ambiguity. 
The fact that this ambiguity gradually made itself more noticeable 
might be one of the chief reasons why the word “Idea/’ used in the 
Phaedo and for some time after to designate the essential Being in the 
phenomena, is from now on openly and expressly avoided. (This 
particular meaning of this word we shall meet only once more in the 
Timaeus, From now on the terms eJdoq and Ihea appear more fre- 
quently in their purely logical sense of designating the concept of the 
genus and of the species or of the characteristics. Cf. Neue Unter- 
suchungen^ eI(5og^ idtOy etc.). The characteristics deducible from the 
definition of the concept of Being seem to contradict the charac- 
teristic of immobility and that of existing in and by itself, which were 
previously emphasized as especially belonging to the postulated and 
independent Being. Even if more careful investigation should prove 
it possible to unite Becoming and the active and passive relation with 
permanence and existence in itself, since what can be expressed by a 
formula (“law of development”) remains the same in the development 
which we know and which we can describe, it is nevertheless under- 
standable that Plato was no longer satisfied with the words whose 
meaning was constantly associated with eternal immutability and 
absolute separateness. The scornful polemic of certain critics (cf. 
Neue Untersuchungen^ p. 394, and Platon^ I, p. 453 f.) a swell as the 
misunderstandings which well-meaning friends had of them may have 
been partly responsible for this. 
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the order of Ideas. They group what should not be associated; 
they unite complexes of similar characteristics which have no 
common cause; they separate what should be combined. 
Aristotle asserts that Plato did not recognize^ Ideas for the 
objects of art^ and this is ordinarily understood to mean that 
he denied Ideas for the productions of human handicraft and 
artistic activity. But since Plato often speaks in the Cratylus 
of this and that product and especially the weaver’s shuttle, 
and since in the Republic he considers- the Idea of the table 
and of the bed and their relation to the tables and beds made 
by the carpenter, and since in the Timaeus the condition for 
beautiful forms is the looking toward an eternal prototype (this 
eternal prototype can be nothing else but the Idea), the 
explanation is resorted to — an explanation which removes® 
many confused statements of Aristotle about Platonic doctrines 
— that Aristotle’s references are to the oral discourses of Plato’s 
late old age.^ This is altogether beside the point. These state- 
ments of Aristotle are to be explained from the expositions 
of the Statesman^ and they show a misunderstanding of them. 
It is evident that there is and can be no Idea, in the same 
sense of the word as there are Ideas for the objectively con- 
ditioned types or classes, for that which is conceived in our 
imagination as belonging to the same group and as having 
a common name. And yet, even those arbitrary, or if one 
pleases, wrongly formed classifications have their peculiar 
reality, since psychically they are adequately based, exactly 
as are the false judgments about sense qualities which are made 
in an abnormal condition by those who dream, or are sick 

^ Aristotle, Metaphysics XII, 3, loyoa, 13 ff.; I, 9, 990b, 8 ff., 99b 6, 
etc., compiled byZeller, Philosophie der Griechen, II, i^, p. 703, note 3. 
As examples of such products of art, Aristotle mentions the house and 
the ring. 

2 See p. 108. If the purpose of the pruning-hook is spoken of, Plato 
assumes thereby that an Idea lies at its basis, according to which it 
is formed {Republic^ 353a). 

3 This puts us on very uncertain ground, since Plato, as Cicero 
gays, *"scribens mortuus estP Cf. p. 27, note i. 

4 So Zeller, op, cit.y p. 703. 
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or mentally unbalanced. Thus the fact that they come into 
Being is also based on an Idea, as I tried to show above — 
only this would be an Idea of another order. Whoever wishes 
to justify Aristotle may affirm that he must have known that 
Plato had his misgivings about considering as Idea^ the objec- 
tively known basis of false judgments. 

If Plato separates the Ideas of Being from the Ideas of 
Becoming, this seems to correspond to our division of reality 
into Being and the ought; and we are not so far wrong when 
we identify the Idea of Becoming with the ideal. In describing 
the second art of measurement (p. 1 76 f.), which makes possible 
the practical application of knowledge to the concrete material, 
it is said that it takes as its standard the appropriate, the 
purposeful, the ought. Each art strives to form the material 
in accordance with this ideal standard. He who succeeds in 
this shows himself a skilful master. But before man ever 
approaches the material with his teleological activity, nature — 
or God, as we may always say — has put its law of development 
into it.^ The correct unfolding of this law gives the material 
its most perfect, its “typical” form.® The impression which 
this form makes on the observer is an impression of the 
beautiful. On the contrary, wherever the material is so formed 
that the sight of it does not completely satisfy, we shall prob- 
ably say that it does not entirely express the norm and that 
we regard this lack as a violation of the law of its development. 

But when we set Being over against the ought, we do not 

^ Aristotle even affirms, according to the passages referred to by 
ZeUer, that Plato would not grant Ideas for the concepts of relation 
nor for those of negation. We can readily understand this; for the 
strictly negative is that which in thought is rejected as unreal; and as 
far as the concept of relation (of magnitude and number) is concerned, 
we can observe a certain indecision in Plato. 

^ God himself is (cf. p. 108) the creator of the Idea of the table and 
of that of the bed. 

® The law itself is different from the type. It is, as we have said, the 
law of development. We shall see later that this development may be 
thought of as God’s purpose. The expression avayKula oiala yevdaecog 
refers to the type and not to the law. 
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mean the ought prescribed by this law. Rather we mean 
thereby the demand which is addressed to us as acting human 
beings. Even for these demands there must be an Idea which 
is identical with that of human perfection.^ Whenever a man 
develops in such a way that at every moment of his life he 
clearly expresses the Idea of humanity, he will be perfect, 
absolutely good.^ Yet only that which really is in the Idea 
of humanity can be realized by a man, and only that can 
rationally be demanded of a man which he is capable of 
realizing. Every demand which exceeds this would be wrong, 
since it is based on a falsely assumed Idea. 

More light will be shed on all these explanations when we 
consider the logical conclusions of the Sophist and the States- 
man, For the present, I have put and I am putting them 
aside, in order to consider first of all the doctrine of Being 
in the remaining dialogues of Plato’s old age. 


D. THE PHILEBUS 

I. Several passages of the Philebus are very closely related to 
the doctrines of the Sophist and of the Statesman just discussed. 
All reality, we are told, may be divided into four classes:^ 
The infinite or unlimited (aneipov)^ the finite or the limited 
(7T€pa?), the mixed (/xcktov), and the cause (of the mixing). 
The characteristic of the first class is that it permits every 
possible comparison; it is the class which permits the more 
and the less. As a rule, the examples which Plato gives appear 
in the form of pairs of comparative adjectives of opposite 
meaning^ — as warmer and colder, higher and lower, drier and 
moister. By this is meant the variable temperature, the inde- 
finite pitch of a tone, the yet-to-be-determined degree of 

^ This Idea of human perfection is the TTapadeiypa ev rCp dvri earoq (cf. 
p. 143) of delog avOpamog who as such is at the same timQevSaipoveararog. 
2 On the contrary, he who in any way lacks in this expression is 
morally censured, because he has not fulfilled what is demanded of 
him by the “you ought” of this law. 

^ etdrj or yivTj, 


^ Compare pp. 175, 184 f. 
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humidity. The characteristic of the second class is numerical 
limitation or definiteness. To it belongs the equal, the double; 
in short, whatever is quantitatively determined by number or 
measure.^ The third class comes into Being whenever the 
definite, the limited, unites with the quantitatively unlimited 
and determinable and forms it. This class may, therefore, be 
called the union^ or derivative class of the first two. It is set 
over against these two classes — from which, as we are told, 
everything springs® — as a mixed and generated reality. The 
examples given are: health; harmony — which evidently has 
come into Being through the mastery and the arrangement 
according to definite standards of the fluctuating tones (higher- 
lower) which in and by themselves present indefinite, indistinct 
intervals or contrasts; good weather which corresponds to the 
regular change of the seasons and avoids all extremes and 
harmful variations; beauty, physical strength, mental excel- 
lence. It is expressly stated, however, that only that which 
is well mixed, only that which came into Being through a 
proper union of the limited and the unlimited, is to be included 
in this class. Therefore sickness, vice, a succession or con- 
fusion of inharmonious tones, monsters do not belong to it. 
Such phenomena Plato puts into the class of the infinite or 
unlimited. 

But this reveals a confusing ambiguity in this word. In our 
discussion hitherto, the infinite appeared as the basis of every 
careful determination of number and of relation — somewhat 
similar to the concept of the qualitative — differing perceptibly 
either extensively (extension in space) or intensively (intensity 
of perception). Of these differences, there are and can be an 
infinite number of magnitudes and degrees. The infinite or 
unlimited is the boundless determinability (of a spatially- 
perceptible stuff or of a mental capacity) which as such is at 

1 TO Ttoaov, TO /letpiav : or perhaps more correctly that which contains 
number and measure; for it is said of it that it sets limits and bounds 
to the fluctuations between the opposites so characteristic of the first 
class. 

* Kotvd yivoQ. 


’ 27 d. dn> ylyverai -ndvra. 
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the same time complete indeterminability. As an example we 
may take either the perception of light, in which the intensity 
of the stimulus in every instance is determined by the degree 
of brightness, or the sensation of pleasure and pain whose 
vehemence may have an infinite nvunber of degrees. Thus the 
unlimited is something abstract and is never something which 
exists in and by itself without definite relations. The limited 
was the other abstract constituent which analytical thinkin g 
derived from the “mixed,” which we experience as real. 
According to this conception one might consider the unlimited 
as the material and the limited as the form of the composite 
(mixed). But we must also consider as unlimited the concrete 
or that which manifests itself in the mental realm (as percep- 
tion, thought, striving) which is not subject to measure and 
does not correspond to any clear relation. It is always some- 
thing which is composite (mixed) and possesses form, but is 
not “correctly” formed. Although it is said to be something 
unlimited, when considered as material, we can gather from 
it what we gather from the “mixed,” which is related to it. 
For example, we may derive the concept higher-lower from 
discords as well as from harmonious chords, and the general 
concept of temperature (warmer-colder) from the slushy, 
thawing, and freezing weather of early spring as from good 
weather. Only we can find no standard in it which would 
determine the form. And so our conception of it also remains 
in impenetrable confusion.^ 

The fourth class is the cause which, in accordance with its 
nature, is concerned with the Becoming and the change of 

^ Every fxexpr)rLKi^ (art of measurement) (cf. p. 176 f.) is concerned 
with a material which, until it has been given form, is dnetpov. In 
this it may proceed arbitrarily, always changing its position — this is 
the jiierpr]riK 7 ] of the first type. As pLeTprjriKi^ of the second type, it 
takes a definite stand and in doing so finds one right and in accordance 
with a standard (according to type), viz., the piiKxdvy and the other as 
not right, as not being in accordance with a standard (deviating from 
the type in the direction of too much or too little); this may again 
be called direipov. 
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its material. As is expressly shown, cause and effect and change 
are concepts supplementing each other. And since the effect 
of the cause is supposed to consist in uniting the limited and 
the unlimited into the “mixed,” we see from this explanation 
that from the very beginning the “mixed” thus determined 
is an individual phenomenon which shows pure and distinct 
relations. In order to avoid misimderstanding, we should have 
to change the above illustrations somewhat and instead of 
saying health, we should say a healthy body or the correct 
mixture of the fluids in a body; instead of saying spiritual 
excellence, we should say the correct disposition and con- 
stitution of the soul of the individual man. (The fact that all 
this comes into Being only gradually and changes is no real 
objection to it.)i^ 

Concerning these explanations, let us ask : How are the four 
classes related to what was ascertained in the Sophist and the 
Statesman about the concept of Being? But primarily let us 
ask: Can the definition that Being or reality is “the power 
to affect and to be affected” also be applied to the four classes 
of reality which the Philebus mentions? 

For generated reahty this is self-evident. It has experienced 
the influence of the cause and has thereby become what it is. 
And in turn the cause in its formative activity has shown itself 
as power. With the infinite (unlimited) and the finite (limited) 
the matter is not as simple. If we remember that sickness and 
ugliness belong to the unlimited, it would seem that the un- 
limited, as the material, by its very nature had withstood the 
efibrts of the cause which tended to form it according to 
measure, and that in this opposition it showed its own power. 
If we take the unlimited to mean infinite determinability in 
all its types, e.g., extension in space or the sensation of pleasure, 
the question arises whether we may affirm that Plato wished 
to ascribe Becoming and action to this element, which can 
only be differentiated from experiential reality by abstraction. 
The same objection is also to be made to the corresponding 
other abstraction which is concerned with the number and 
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the nature of the limit determined in the object of experience. 
Yet in spite of this, both are to be considered as parts of reality 
(i.e., as ovTtt). If we compare several types of the unlimited, 
e.g., temperature and moisture or speech and song (to retain 
the examples used in the Philebus), we shall see in each 
of these indefinite, general ideas a fundamental characteristic 
which it does not share with any other. We have a feeling 
that we cannot arbitrarily change this characteristic and in that 
way destroy the boundaries between the concepts and have 
them pass into each other. Therefore even the abstract ideas 
of that which still lacks bounds and measure, in so far as they 
are abstracted from what has really been experienced and in 
so far as they are correctly formed, have the power to affect. 
The same is true of the other abstraction, viz., that of limita- 
tion or of that which sets limits. We observe that in different 
realms different determinations of number prevail, so that the 
conditions which determine the harmonious tones do not apply 
to the articulation of speech (or to illustrate from modem 
science, that the form of a crystal is different from the form 
of a cell of an organism, that there are different forms of 
crystals for different minerals). In the Statesman it was shown 
that not one and the same law applies to the development of 
all things, and that consequently the standard for judgment 
must be derived from the peculiar natures which appear as 
totally different for different species. In accordance with its 
concept, we must ascribe constraining force to this law. The 
limitation of the Philebus is at least closely related to a law 
of development. 

We thought that we had already found a hint in the Sophist 
that Being can only be understood with reference to the whole 
of reality and with special regard for the spiritual powers in 
it. This conception is substantiated by the arguments of the 
Philebus, which, no doubt, remind every careful reader of the 
particular passage in the Sophist. The question^ is raised 
whether the world came into Being through blind chance. 

1 28d. 


N 
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This idea is emphatically rejected as altogether untenable. 
Not only the beauty of the starry heavens and the wonderful 
order of motion observable in it, but also the existence of 
rational beings testify to the contrary. Just as the body of man 
is made of elements taken from the world, so the human mind 
must have its origin in it. And the creative cause, which has 
united body and soul in man, must itself be spiritual. Accord- 
ingly we may, in our description of the fourth class of reality, 

1. e., the cause of all Becoming, predicate another characteristic: 
It must be thought of as rational, as acting with deliberation. 
This agrees with the proposition made in another connection^ 
that all Becoming is for the sake of some Being or essence, 
and that the whole of Becoming is for the sake of the whole 
of Being. This is the reason why the action of the cause is 
purposive. But purpose only has meaning when we recognize 
a purposive rational Being.^ 

2. We must discuss another section of the Philebus. The con- 
tent of chapter v is as follows : The question arose whether 
every pleasure was good and worth striving for, or whether 
a pleasure can possibly be objectionable or bad. To investigate 
this, we are told that we must divide the general concept of 
pleasure into subtypes. But some declare such a division of 

' 54c. 

Besides, the rationality of the “cause” is to be inferred from what 
was said about the “mixed,” in so far as it is has come into Being 
through its activity. If by this we mean only the well mixed, in other 
words the perfect phenomenon, what is in accordance with measure 
or is true to the type, then the appearance of what is misformed, 
defective, cannot be attributed to this rationality, even though it 
is spoken of as “the cause of all Becoming.” Assuredly, the generation 
of the defective is not to be denied and its existence from the very 
beginning of things affirmed. The defective is merely to be considered 
as irrational and as inconceivable either in its nature or in its Becoming. 
Recalling what was previously determined about the relation between 
knowledge and reality, one might say that this relation does not appear 
as Being nor as Becoming, nor as Not-Being and Not-Becoming. 
The difficulty of the concept of an enigmatically veiled Being which 
opposes all rationalization will confront us again in the Timaeus. 
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the concept not to be permissible. Thus it appears necessary 
to give a preliminary explanation, which is concerned with the 
relation of conceptual unity to conceptual plurality. “E.g.,” 
says Socrates, “if we attempt to posit man as one, an ox as 
one, the beautiful as one, the good as one, then the liveliest 
controversy arises about the zeal to bring these and similar 
unities (henads) into relation with their parts.” The contro- 
versial questions are: “In the first place, whether one may 
consider such unities (monads) as actually existing; and then 
how one may assume, if each individual unity is always the 
same” (i.e., identical with itself) “and incapable of generation 
and destruction, that it nevertlieless is determined in this or 
that manner” (i.e., that it has this its special characteristic); 
“and again we are to conceive its existence in a world of 
Becoming and of infinite objects as follows: It has been dis- 
persed and multiplied or it is still entire but separated from 
itself — this would seem most impossible — existing as one and 
the same reality in the one and in the many” (i.e., it is identical 
in its conceptual unity and in its empirical multiplicity). There 
is no doubt that the henads or monads of these propositions 
are identical with the Ideas of the earlier dialogues. In meaning 
these questions unmistakably coincide with the question of the 
Parmenides with which Zeno’s hoary master caused the young 
Socrates great difficulties. 

The Parmenides did not give us an irrefutably clear answer 
to these disturbing questions. But I believe that in the mean- 
time the expressed objections have been dispelled by the 
Sophist. And if Plato here really succeeded in making clear 
that the logical difficulties can be overcome, then not only 
is the relation of the concepts to each other made understand- 
able, but also every objection to the activity of the Ideas in 
perceptible objects is removed. The statement in the Sophist 
is that without differentiations and relations there can be no 
reaUty, and that unity itself, on whose account differentiations 
and relations are forbidden, cannot exist without at the same 
time being many, a plurality which is determined by number 



196 THE ESSENCE OF PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY 

and measure. The division of the one is a fimdamental fact 
and is the irrefutable assumption on which all thought and 
judgment are based. The Philebus merely repeats this answer 
of the Sophist in that it too appeals to the actuality of the 
judgment and puts the attained result in the comprehensive 
statement; There are unity ajid plurality^ at one and the same 
time in everything. This much could already be inferred from 
the contradictions of the Parmenides. Only the psychological 
basis for it was still lacking. Beginning with the Sophist, this 
is given. 

Under these circumstances it is especially noteworthy that 
the traditional exposition of Plato is brought into great diffi- 
culties, not merely by the critique which the Sophist directs 
against “the friends of the Ideas,” but also by the conclusions 
of the Philebus concerning the monads and the four classes 
of reality. What has the old conception of the Idea to do with 
them? If all of reality is divided into these four classes, and 
if in accordance with the earlier dialogues, the reality of Being 
consists in the Ideas, then they must be classifiable into the 
four classes of the infinite (unlimited), the finite (limited), the 
“mixed,” and the cause. And even if through further investi- 
gation it should be established that, as e.g., Zeller believes 
he can prove, the Idea is not identical either with the imlimited 
or with that which sets limits, it must nevertheless be maintained 
that there is an Idea of the one as much as of the other (and 
also of its various sub-types). Otherwise both these Ideas 
(together with the Idea of the “mixed” and that of the cause) 
would be wrong, incorrectly formed abstractions. Therefore, 
there must not only be an Idea of the cause but also of what 
is caused (or the mixed), i.e., that which through Becoming 
has attained final form of Being. The Philebus offers as first 
example of the “monads” those of man. No doubt in giving 
this example, Plato means to indicate that which constitutes 
or conditions the relatedness of man into a tmitary concept. 

* Therefore, every reality also has parts and we may indicate of each 
thing its &Trupov and its rripag. 
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The next example of the monads is that of the ox. Both are 
most assuredly sub-types of the living creation and this in 
turn is a type of the mixed.’^ And if we accept the identification 
of the Ideas with the “monads,” then we may accept the 
explanation which the Philebus offers — and which agrees with 
the Sophist — for the relation of one Idea to another and to 
the many perceptible things whose conceptual characteristics 
are identical with those of the Idea (cf. above p. 153). This 
relationship remains enigmatical and inconceivable only as 
long as the Idea is thought of as something unrelated, as 
existing in and by itself. However, this conception of the Idea 
is not only erroneous, but contradictory, and therefore actually 
impossible. With every serious attempt to think of the Idea 
as unrelated, we discover that we completely lose the thought- 
content. Every conception, every ideational act of thought 
is a mixture of unity and plurality; so we may say that to be 
absorbed in and bound up with another thought-content is 
also essential for the Idea, which is the basis for every true 
conception in that the latter apprehends the former. As we 
could already clearly see from the Parmenides, there is not 
just one Idea, but a plurality of Ideas, and if we wish to com- 
prehend this manifoldness, we must classify the Ideas. In doing 
so we shall obtain different groups, depending on the point 
of view from which we consider them. This grouping is made 
possible only if we carefully observe the actual conditions given 
in our experience. The reality of the unlimited consists only 
in the fact that it serves as the material for the forming activity 
of the limited; the reality of the limited consists in the fact 
that it imposes form on the formless or unlimited; the reality 
of the mixed consists in the fact that these two classes which 
may be separated by abstraction have been intimately united 
and are given in the mixed; the reality of the cause consists 
in the fact that the process of development, through which 
this alone could and can happen, is not merely known as a 

^ As it is expressed in the Philebus, 32b, rd iK tov dveCpov koI niparoQ 
Kara <f>daiv Iftifivxoi’ yeyovdg sldoi. 
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logical cause of an event, but is initiated by an impact, the 
actuality of which is put outside the whole action of causally 
connected events at which we can arrive by a mere logical 
procedure and by tracing back the whole process. 

Similarly the reality of Being which the Sophist differentiates 
from Non-Being, from the identical and the different, from 
the permanent and the changing, is in closest and inseparable 
relation with these. The law of development, which the States- 
man demands, can only be shown to exist in productive 
relations. The setting up of the highest concepts and the 
comparing of them does not complete the knowing enterprise. 
Each of these concepts subsumes other concepts and when 
we classify them, the unique nature of their content must be 
taken into consideration. This has become more and more 
evident. Yet it cannot be denied that even the author of the 
Philebus is still lacking in clarity; this can be attained only 
by a careful and complete examination of the human soul. 
After having exhibited in the Meno the a priori nature of some 
aspects of our mental constitution, Plato’s contribution, from 
the Theaetetus on, toward a clarifying of matters is great, but 
it is not altogether adequate. 


E. THE TIMAEUS 

I. The validity of the conception of the Idea which has been 
presented in the preceding pages must still be tested by two 
comprehensive works, the Timaeus and the Laws. We pass to 
the Timaeus. The fifth chapter begins with the proposed task 
of explaining the structure of the universe. Its content is as 
follows: To begin with, we have to distinguish between what 
abides and is unchanging and what is constantly changing, 
always coming into and passing out of Being. The one is 
apprehended by concepts in thought, the other is only per- 
ceptible by our senses and has to be characterized by vague 
suppositions. Everything Becoming has the necessary cause 
for its Becoming and being in something outside itself. All 
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Becoming or change, i.e., the world, by its beauty with which 
it deUghts the heart of the spectator, shows it was fashioned 
according to a unitary plan by a rational creator. The creation 
cannot be described in detail. For the content and object of 
every predication give it its character. One may expect that 
the propositions about the permanent and unchanging with 
which thinking man is concerned are without contradiction 
and always the same; whereas what appears as a mere image 
of the eternal essences and mirrors their relations in only a 
glimmering light does not permit absolute certainty of descrip- 
tion, but only a greater or lesser approximation. The former 
(knowledge of the eternal) alone give us truth, the latter (know- 
ledge of sensation) only gives probability. Thereupon we are 
told how the demiurge completed his work. To give a definite 
and beautiful form to the chaotic stuff which he found, he 
began by giving it a soul, by dividing this stuff (in accordance 
with harmonious ratios) into four fundamental elements, by 
forming the liuninous celestial bodies, by producing an invis- 
ible structure of spheres and globes, extending from a centre 
in every direction (so that the extremes are equidistant from 
the centre). By giving it this form the creator gave the motions 
of the celestial bodies their direaion and basis. Urged on by 
the life-impulse which radiated from the cosmic soul and which 
pervaded the parts, forms and organizations came into Being 
everywhere; the creation of man especially came into Being 
from the earth through the co-operation of God. Repeatedly 
Plato emphasizes that in describing these events, we can only 
arrive at probability, never at absolute certainty. And in ex- 
plaining the origin of individual things, he advances physical, 
mechanical causes, as well as divine purposes, and informs us 
that neither the one nor the other are to be ignored. Formative 
reason and absolute necessity participate in the creation of the 
world. Most of those, he says, who attempted to give an 
explanation of the world believed that the description of mere 
mechanical causation explains the whole process of nature. 
In this they confuse auxiliary causes which God employs to 
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realize his purpose, viz., to produce the best, with the ultimate 
or the real cause. If we wish to attain a true scientific explanation 
which satisfies human reason, we must be primarily concerned 
with the discovering of this cause, which lies outside of and 
beyond material and inanimate nature in the realm of the 
spiritual. In addition, however, special consideration must 
be given to the mechanical causes, which would only give an 
accidental and orderless succession when considered alone. 

2. After this twofold, i.e., teleological and aetiological, 
CONSIDERATION has been applied to give an explanation of the 
sense organs and their activity, a new beginning is made with 
chapters xvii, xviii. So far four elements were presupposed. But 
in this connection we are told that we are not to be satisfied 
with this presupposition. Even though there is no hope of 
completely imderstanding truth, the pursuit of probability 
must go beyond this assumption. The division of reality into 
two kinds was found to be inadequate; for in addition to the 
OBJECT OF THOUGHT which is always the same and the ever 
changing object of perception — the former is conceived as 
the prototype of the latter and the latter is conceived as the 
imitation of the former — we must from the very beginning 
assxune a third type of Being. Careful observation will show 
that it is an enigmatical Being which is difficult to define. Its 
nature may most easily be characterized as the protecting 
receptacle and mother of all Becoming. It may be more 
explicitly imderstood if we characterize its relation to the 
elements already mentioned. More careful observation will 
show that these elements completely change their charac- 
teristic forms (ISeav) and pass into each other. Thus the 
changing of an element in opposite directions forms a complete 
cycle. E.g., when water freezes it becomes stone, i.e., earth, 
and when it evaporates it becomes air. On the one hand, air 
when inflamed becomes fire and, on the other hand, it con- 
denses into mist and clouds and is finally turned back into 
water. No single thing can be correctly described in the form 
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in which it appears. To be on the safe side, we may only say 
that some fire or water or earth, etc., has the characteristics 
just observed. For fire, water, etc., in fact everything which 
becomes, including such sense qualities as warm or hot or 
their opposites, in short everything of this sort escapes the 
‘‘this” and the “here,” as well as every predication which 
wishes to attach something definite to it. Nevertheless, the 
characteristics “this” and “here” belong to that which imder- 
lies the changing forms of the phenomena and from which 
they spring and then disappear. An illustration will make this 
even clearer. Let us say a goldsmith finds pleasure in constantly 
producing only the new, and therefore takes the objects which 
he has made from gold and immediately transmutes them into 
other forms. If anyone asks him what any one of the objects 
may be, he can only say with certainty, “it is gold;” on the 
other hand, every statement about the form of the metal is 
incorrect if it ascribes to such a form a permanent character 
by saying “it is this, it is thus.” At the most, we could accept 
the statement “as long as it appears thus, it is this and that 
(what appears thus and so is this).” The material basis of the 
universe is like the gold (when considered as matter) and its 
indefinite form, which may constantly be given a different 
form. This formless stuff or matter of the universe is to be 
designated as something permanent which retains its manner 
of action (SuVa/xt?); although its form and qualities are im- 
pressed on it, its nature is in no way influenced. Thus we have 
three kinds of reality: Being, which is eternally the same; 
Becoming, which is marvellously patterned after Being and 
which appears as definite sensible objects; and that in which 
Becoming takes place. The third type of Being, therefore, 
showed itself to be invisible and formless, but capable of 
taking on any form of definiteness and in a mysterious and 
incomprehensible manner to be related^ to the intelligible. If 
we wish to describe its nature still further, we may say that 


^ 51b. avdparov eldog ri Kal af^op(f>ov, Tiavdexegi pteraXapPavov de aTTOpcbrard 
TT-D rov vorjTov Kai dvaaAcordrarov. 
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alternately it appears in the form of the four elements, depend- 
ing on whether it has taken the form of the one or the other 
(i.e., of fire in itself, water in itself, etc.) into its all-inclusive 
receptacle.^ 

We immediately notice that the conclusions of the fifth 
and eighteenth chapters when taken together are closely 
related to the twelfth chapter of the Philebus^ and expositors 
have always referred from the one to the other. The demiurge 
evidently corresponds to that cause which, as we were told, 
was wisdom and spirit. One would like to identify permanent 
Being with what sets limits (the limited); the substratum of 
sensible reality with the unlimited; and the sensible objects 
with the “mixed.” However, before we make this identification, 
we must examine carefully another section of the Timaeus^ 
which seems to throw doubt on such an identification. Closely 
connected with a concrete picture of that enigmatical element, 
the question is once more raised concerning strict proof for 
the necessity of differentiating between the three main classes. 
The passage reads as follows:^ “Let us consider this matter 
more carefully. Is there really a fire in itself? Do all those 
things which we designate as self-existing and independent 
beings exist? Or do reality and corresponding truth belong 
only to those things which we see or perceive with our other 
bodily sense organs, whereas there is nothing whatever real 
besides them? Is it all idle talk whenever we say that we 

^ I refer in tliis connection to Kuno Fischer’s explanation of matter : 
“Matter as such cannot represent an Idea. It is only causality; its 
Being is pure activity. We also find that it is the common substratum 
for all individual appearances of Ideas ; consequently it is the connect- 
ing link between the Idea and the appearance or the individual 
object. . . . Plato was, therefore, right in setting up matter as a third 
Being which is different from and which exists in addition to the Ideas 
and their appearances; the latter two include everything in the 
imiverse. . . . Matter has no other attributes, except Being itself, 
stripped of all other more careful determinations. Every empirically 
given bit of matter, on the other hand, i.e., the stuff . . . has already 
taken on form and manifests itself through the qualities and accidents 
of these forms. Therefore, pure matter is an object of thought alone, 
not of intuition” {Kanty I, 4 , p. 251 , and II, p. 51 ). 2 
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apprehend the Idea of a thing by thought? Is the name ‘Idea’ 
only a hollow sound? We may not leave the important ques- 
tions proposed unsettled nor unexamined by simply saying 
that such is the case, nor may we affirm that no decision is 
possible; neither may we interrupt our long discourse by 
another investigation equally long. On the contrary, if an 
important characteristic, which may be described in a few 
words, presents itself to us, then that would seem to be most 
opportune. Therefore, I submit the following as my view: If 
reason (yoCs) and correct opinion are different, then there 
necessarily are self-existing essences, i.e., Ideas,^ unperceived 
by our senses and apprehended only by our reason. If, how- 
ever, as some maintain, true opinion does not differ from 
reason, then the things which we perceive with our bodily 
sense organs must be regarded as being most real and certain. 
But reason and opinion are distinct and differ both in origin and 
in nature. The one is implanted in us by instruction, the other 
by persuasion; the one is always accompanied by insight into 
the true reasons for things,^ the other does without reason;® 
the one cannot be overthrown by persuasion, the other is 
easily persuaded. Finally, although it may be said that every 
man shares in true opinion, rational knowledge belongs to the 
gods and only in a very limited degree does it belong to 
mankind. That being the case, we must acknowledge that there 
are three types of Being: The one is that Being which is 
unchanging,^ imcreated and indestructible. It receives nothing 
into itself from without nor does it go out into anything. It is in- 
visible and imperceptible by the senses and its contemplation 
belongs to thought alone.® The second type of Being bears the 
same name as the first and is similar to it. It is perceived by 
the senses and is generated; it is in constant and varied motion; 
it appears in one place and then disappears; it is apprehended 

* Or: “Then the Ideas which we do not perceive with our senses but 

only apprehend with our reason necessarily exist as real and inde- 
pendent realities.” TravraTraaiv elmi Kaf)' avid ravra, dvaiaOtjTa vifi' 
eldrj, voodfiEva ftdvov. ^ fier’ dXrfiovg Xdyov. • aXoyov. 

* Kurd Tavvd exov- ^ d dij vdrjaig EiXrjx&i imoKOVElv. 
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by opinion and sense-perception. The third type of Being is 
space.^ It is not subject to change and decay, but provides 
a place for all things which come into Being. In itself it can 
only be apprehended without the aid of the senses by an 
illegitimate inference and scarcely deserves our faith it 
deceives us variously. We become aware of it as if in a dream 
and we imagine that every real thing must necessarily be 
somewhere in a place and that it occupies space; whereas that 
which is neither on earth nor in heaven has no reahty. All 
this and whatever is related to it we ascribe in dreamlike 
fashion to the waking and true reality of nature. We are unable 
to cast off our dreams and consider nature® with a wide-awake 
mind and estabhsh the correct difference between them, saying 
that it is an image and that an image is not even independent^ 
in what it is to accomplish, but that at all times it is a mere 
appearance (image) of something else and must, therefore, 
have its origin and Being in something else, in order that it 
may lay some claim to Being — otherwise it would be nothing — ; 
whereas true Being is accompanied by the proposition: As long 
as two objects are different, and the one object is this and 
the other that, then one of them can never have its origin 
in the other and so at one and the same time be one and two.” 

3. Certain details of this section need further explanation 
and more careful examination.® To begin with, however, we 
shall concentrate our whole attention on the proof of the 
reality of invisible essences. The essence of this proof is to 
be foimd in the distinction between true opinion and reason. 
How can this distinction have any decisive meaning? Only 
by introducing presuppositions which are not expressed in 
the Timaeus. Plato could reticently ignore these presuppositions 

* Tplrov Si dv yivog to t^s 52a. 

® fisr' dvaurOrjaiag anrSv Xoyusfiui rm vodcp, fiSyig mardv. 

* riiv SHttvov Kai dXrjdcog (fmatv VTrdpxovaav. 

^ Susetnihl: “Does not even have in itself the piupose for which it 
was brought into Being.” iveltiep a6S' adzo toSto, i<l>' 4 > yiyovev, iavrij; 
iarip. ® We shall return to this later. 
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only if he had considered them in earlier dialogues. We shall 
attempt to discover them in these dialogues. 

The very question whether knowledge is identical with 
correct opinion was considered in the Theaetettis; and their 
identity was denied there (cf. p. 139) as it is denied in the 
Timaeus. For this refutation, it was sufficient to recall that 
those judges who in their convictions were persuaded by an 
accused person do not possess profound knowledge even if their 
convictions are right. From the fact that the identification of 
correct opinion with knowledge is rejected, the independent 
existence of the invisible objects conceived by the understanding 
is easily inferred. The careful and excellently worked out 
epistemology of the Theaetetus has shown us that m the con- 
troversy about the attributes, which we predicated of an object 
perceived by our senses and which contradict the observations 
of another, we are not concerned with what is immediately 
perceived from one point of view or from another (cf. p. 138); 
but rather with something more general which consists in a 
comparison of present perceptions with what had come into 
Being earlier and which, in so far as it was correctly formed, 
has something objective for its basis; but this objectivity is 
not perceptible by the senses. It remained doubtful where the 
correct criterion for differentiation between right and wrong 
in this conflict lay. But in spite of all doubt, the fundamental 
conviction remained that there must be such a criterion, and 
that this is the invisible Being which escapes the subjective 
differences and variations of opinion and arbitrariness; the 
apprehension of this invisible Being gives certainty and truth 
to our ideas. Incidentally, at least, a very definite hint was 
advanced that in the moral concepts there was given an object 
of knowledge which was the same for ail and which could 
be known with certainty. If we reject this fundamental con- 
viction, the position of the Theaetetus ends in scepticism.^ Thus 
the proof of this chapter in the Timaeus may be regarded as 

^ Plato, as well as Socrates, considers it his moral duty to fight this 
scepticism. 
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again introducing the position of the Theaetettis, and if the 
careful reader keeps this in mind, the proof should be suffi- 
ciently intelligible to him. Then, too, the conclusion that there 
are independent, invisible realities contains nothing else but 
that the ideas, which we form on the basis of what is given 
in sensation and which transcend the realm of phenomena, 
refer to something which constitutes the objective basis of 
these ideas. (E.g., this takes place in all our judgments about 
the independence or lack of independence and conditionality 
of the objects, about their permanence and their change, their 
size, vividness, and the intensity of an impression of an object 
of sensation). 

It is also noteworthy that the question of the Timaeus, 
whether there is a fire in itself in addition to the fire given 
in sensation, and whether there are other supersensual realities, 
has in a way the same meaning as the question of the Philebus^ 
that there really are monads. Commentators refer us from this 
passage in the Philebus to that section of the Parmenides where 
the Eleatic questions Socrates about the independence of the 
Ideas and their relation to the individual objects. In this 
connection the Parmenides refers — among other examples of 
the questionable Ideas — to the example of the Timaeus, i.e., to 
fire in itself j before this, however, the just in itself, the good 
in itself, the beautiful in itself, and (as was done in the Philebus) 
hxunanity in itself had been spoken of. The answer to this 
question, which concerns ail three dialogues, was given by the 
Parmenides as follows : Without assiuning the existence of such 
unchangeable realities, no intelligent conmnuiication is possible 
between human beings; i.e., unless the unchangeable realities 
existed and formed the basis for our correctly formed ideas, 
every distinction between true and false would disappear. It 
would seem that with this we had given an imshakeable basis 
{iKavov) to that which was for the Phaedo still a mere hypo- 
thesis, viz., that there are imchangeable objective essences 

^ As far as the time of their appearance is concerned, the Timaeus 
and the Philebus follow closely upon each other. 
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which forai the basis for our subjective, imchanging ideas.^ 
For his practical conduct, no one can doubt the difference 
between the true and the false.^ However, the difficulty still 
remained that one could not demonstrate how the Ideas could 
be present in the objects named after them. In asking the 
question about the reality of the Ideas or the monads, the 
Philebus again indicated this difficulty. Following the Sophist, 
the Philebus foimd the solution in a psychological analysis of 
what actually takes place in every clearly expressed thought, 
judgment, or occasion. By showing how at all times thought 
can only come into Being by combining abstract invisible 
thought-contents with one another and by relating them to 
each other, the Philebus presented the logical objections against 
such combinations as ridiculous. If when considered in this 
light it proved to be essential also for the reality of the abstract, 
the invisible, that it stand in relation to and affect something 
else, then the conception that it stands in relation to and acts 
upon sensible objects can no longer be considered as con- 
tradictory (cf. p. 195 above).® ^ 

4. Of course, certain difficulties arise in comparing the Timaetis 
with the Philebus. Let us consider still more carefully the third 
type of Being of the Tiniaeus and ask: Can we really identify 
it with the unlimited of the Philebus, as we attempted to do? 
Or in what other relation does it stand to the unlimited? In 

^ Cf. Platon, I, 574 f. 

^ For further explanation, it may be added: The thought that for 
every Being there must be a reason for its existence (i.e., for every 
reality there must be a real basis) is not hypothetical, but is something 
which logic predicates as self-evident. But the hypothesis was advanced 
that this basis lies in an invisible realm. This hypothesis was sub- 
stantiated by every new investigation, in that the difficulties connected 
with it were more and more removed. 

® The author of the Phaedo and the Republic (cf. pp. 127 f., 134) had 
not yet arrived at the clarity of thought which the Timaeus, in the mean- 
time, had attained by means of the epistemological and logical investi- 
gations undertaken in the Theaetetus and the Sophist and brought 
to a conclusion in the Philebus. 
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what relation does it stand to the Ideas? Is it not also an 
Idea? 

We have seen that the unlimited is an abstraction derived 
from concrete (“well mixed”) objects. It is in these objects 
as the element which is still in need of being determined, or 
as their qualitative attributes which cannot be further defined 
(these are designated by such words as temperature, pitch of 
tone, weight, the sensation of pain and pleasure). Its infinity 
or its indefiniteness consists in the fact that in and by itself 
it is capable of taking an infinite number of degrees or levels. 
By contrasting the other two, the third type of Being of the 
Timaeus also became known, and the certainty of its existence 
arose from the necessity of positing an invisible, permanent 
reality as a special type of Being in addition to that which 
appears in sensation and that which is constantly changing. 
In the realm of sense this is united with the third type of 
Being, just as the unlimited and the limited are united in the 
“mixed” of the Philebus. But the identification of this third 
type of Being with the xmlimited is not altogether successful. 
The unlimited of the Philebus is characterized by more or less, 
whereas the third type of Being in the Timaeus is characterized 
by spatiality or corporeality. These characteristics cannot be 
interchanged nor taken together. If the imlimited were also 
considered to be spatial, the scope set for it in the Philebus 
would be greatly narrowed. The most we can say is that this 
enigmatic third type of Being is a subtype of the unlimited. 

Plato does not leave us in doubt why he introduces this 
third type of Being. But first he directs his attention to per- 
manent Being; to that which develops and becomes; and to 
God who initiates the development. Then the third type of 
Being is introduced, in order to explain the irrational in the 
process of Becoming. 

The irrational here under consideration is the isolated, the 
individual object which makes itself known to the senses by 
an unmistakable stimulus, but which in its individuality cannot 
be classified with anjrthing else and, therefore, cannot be 
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described by a meaningful word. What we designate as under- 
standable for others in the individual object or event are the 
specific characteristics which the object has in common with 
other objects or events, i.e., the Ideas in which it participates. 
But even these Ideas contain something irrational, viz., their 
qualitative character which must be unreservedly accepted. 
This is the irrationality which the Philebus has in mind, viz., 
the permanent characteristics of all Being which, by a careful 
logical consideration, can be classified imder the general con- 
cept and which may thus be divested of their irrationality more 
and more; but there is something in them which always resists 
rational explanation. The viewpoint from which the various 
facts of reality are classified is not the same in the two dialogues. 
It is true that both dialogues set over against what is only 
abstractly thought that which is realized in the form of a 
concrete object, and they show that there must be a sufficient 
cause for this realization. Both dialogues agree that the ultimate 
cause of all finite existence is a rational, spiritual power. The 
Philebus is satisfied with this answer, in order to devote its 
attention to other questions. But the Timaeus, which wants 
us to pursue^ the structure of the world of concrete objects 
in detail, cannot overlook the many inconsistencies which arise 
— ^whenever we blindly accept the different qualitative attri- 
butes — as soon as all reality is to be teleologically explained. 
It is in search of a general principle of explanation for these 
inconsistencies and it finds it in the resistance of matter to the 
purpose and the efforts of this formative rational power. Space 
appears as the essence of matter. Thus space becomes the 
cause of the irrational in the individual appearances. 

At this stage the application of the old point of view which 
led to the acceptance of the Ideas as invisible realities results 
in considerable difficulty. If I predicate spatial quality of all 
material things, I can do so only on the groimd that there 

' In this the Timaeus is concerned with the question about the cause 
of the irrational in the process of Becoming; whereas the Philebus 
limits itself to logical considerations. 


o 
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is an Idea of space in which all these things participate. But 
is this Idea of space anjrthing else but the third type of Being 
of the Timaeus} As soon as we accept this Idea as valid, we 
not only consider it as the essence of all appearances to which 
we ascribe the spatial characteristics in our predications, but 
we also consider it as the cause of our knowledge of this 
attribute. As Idea, it must be completely knowable, completely 
rational. For each Idea indicates the essence of the 

INDIVIDUAL APPEARANCES IN SO FAR AS THAT IS KNOWABLE. 
The analogy to other Ideas forces us to determine the natiure 
of space; compared with these determinations, the fimdamental 
characteristic which we wished to ascribe to space while pur- 
suing other trends of thought is “scarcely believable.” And 
the conclusion which was to assure us of this characteristic 
appears as an “illegitimate conclusion.” The peculiar enig- 
matic nature of space constitutes a harsh contrast to all other 
essences which we recognize to be part of reality and which 
we regarded as the basis for the general concepts; it even 
constitutes a harsh contrast to the unlimited of the Philebus. 
In a somewhat changed, abstract way this renews the old con- 
tradiction (which had in the meantime been overcome) between 
motionless Being — supposedly the only knowable reality — 
which was set in motion by introducing the concept of power 
for the explanation of reality, and Becoming which is supposedly 
inaccessible to knowledge. Both Being and Becoming (whatever 
develops) are still set over against each other, but they are, 
nevertheless, related in so far as both retain the character of 
the genus. Both can be thought as existing in an infinite number 
of finite forms, and all these finite forms are held together 
by the unity of a concept which, when rightly constructed, 
must have an objective basis and cause. However, whatever 
appears as extended is in space (the various positions in space 
are all different) and as such an object appears only once, as 
something individual. Space, to use Locke’s expression, is 
the principium individmtionis and as such is the cause of 
something incomprehensible which is of a different nature 
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from what is meant by d-neipia (the undetermined) in the 
Philebus. 

5. From this it becomes evident that the point of view of the 
theory of Ideas, if it goes beyond a certain limit, is no longer 
helpful but is a hindrance. It no longer appears as important 
to the aged author of the Philebus that while distinguishing 
between the concepts of the types one should also differentiate 
the “Ideas” lying at their basis. For whatever is predicated 
in propositions about the unitary concept and the many types 
and subtypes into which it is analysable, or about the abstract 
elements of a thing which belongs to the “mixed” class, is 
similarly true of the Ideas in which the conceptual relations 
are based. The notion of the Idea adds nothing more than 
that the formation of our concepts, as we formed them, is 
conditioned by a certain necessity (not merely psychological, 
but logical and universally valid) and that it is therefore to 
be regarded as correct. 

The important point to be borne in mind is that there are 
Ideas, that is to say, that our subjective thoughts (whose 
content is always something universal and permanent and not 
something individual or particular which, since it belongs to 
the transitoriness of the moment, cannot be fully known) 
have a corresponding objective reality; therefore all dispute 
about truth and error has for its purpose the determining 
whether this objective invisible Being is apprehended. The 
Timaeus once more briefly considers and determines this 
matter. If the right conceptions coincide with knowledge (such 
is the case when he who opines accidentally guesses correctly 
what at the moment happens to be objectively realized), then 
the perceivable objects alone are real, since these are the 
objects of our conceptions. The statement in the Republic^ that 
capacities — including the spiritual ones — differ only in that 
they have different objects and produce different effects may 
be reversed. Sensible reality is the object of sense perception 

* 477d* 
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and whatever may be predicated of it is opinion; under favour- 
able conditions these opinions are true and may, therefore, 
be taken to describe correctly the perceptible relations (just 
as a concrete triangle may prove to have the sum of its angles 
equal to two right angles), but of this we can never be abso- 
lutely certain. Absolute truth can only be attained with reference 
to unchanging, permanent objects. 

As already indicated, while the old doctrine of Ideas has 
gradually receded into the background, we may nevertheless 
affirm that not one of its propositions has been formally 
retracted or silently rejected. Knowledge clearly differs from 
error and opinion. It consists in the fact that our ideas have 
clearly grasped something real and found a basis in this reality. 
It also remains true that whatever is completely real is also 
completely knowable. Naturally it is also true that whatever 
is completely and in every way imreal is also completely 
unknowable, and we cannot even have a conception of it. At 
the same time it is true that there is an intermediate Being 
between these two; xmcertain opinion has this Being for its 
object. In the meantime, as a result of the progress of the 
investigation since the appearance of the Theaetetus and in 
addition to the old propositions, new insight was gained, viz., 
that reality does not stand over against Becoming but that 
there is also reality in Becoming. Gradually and with ever 
growing clarity, it became evident that reality is not of a simple 
type (i.e., describable by a single characteristic), but that we 
must distinguish in every bit of reality two aspects, since in 
addition to active relations, which are essential to reality, we 
must introduce that aspect of reality which falls between the 
knowing subject and the known object. Not only do the sense 
qualities of a physical object have a double cause, i.e., originate 
from two different sources, but this is also true of those 
characteristics which are made accessible to us by thought 
alone and which are not given in sensation, e.g., the equal, 
the many, size, difference, tmity or simplicity. Inasmuch 
as they are apprehended in thought, they act on the thinking 
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soul; but it can scarcely be denied that at the same time they 
in turn are acted upon by the soul.^ 

6. Repeatedly I have called attention to the fact that we must 
distinguish between different types or orders of Ideas. The 
question now arises whether, by making use of the hints here 
and there given, we can give a balanced, comprehensive view 
of the whole realm of Ideas and of their classification. My 
answer to this question is: all Ideas are the same in that 
they form the objective basis for correct conceptions. That 
which causes them to be different is identical with that which 
causes our rightly formed conceptions to be different. These 
conceptions are readily divided into large, strikingly different 
groups, e.g., the abstract and the concrete, or the immaterial 
or spiritual and the material. The spiritual may be divided 
into imderstanding, feeling, and will. The material may be 
divided into the organic and the inorganic, etc. All these 
classifications or divisions must also have meaning for the 
Ideas; for, as we have already observed (p. 158 f.), “this whole 
scheme of this ancient classification, which existed in its main 
features long before Plato, must, if and in so far as its concepts 
are true, be applied with meaning to the realm of Ideas.” It 
can readily be noticed that these customary classifications, 
however practical they may be for certain purposes, cannot 
without hesitation be united, since they do not follow any 
uniform point of view. For that reason we need not be sur- 
prised to discover the same shortcoming in Plato’s efforts to 
distinguish between different types of Ideas. 

At this point I wish to raise the question: How, according 
to Plato, must we think of this objective basis for the main 
types of objects which he differentiated, or what are the various 
meanings of the Ideas which form the basis for this classi- 
fication? I attempted to answer these questions when I was 
discussing the Parmenides. In recalling once more what was 

' As objects which are not thought of, they do not come into con- 
sideration for our thinking and reflection. 
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said there, I shall attempt to conclude what I set out to 
accomplish. I desired to present clearly the Idea of justice, 
beauty, size, equality by saying — I do not wish to repeat 
verbatim what I said, but merely to express my thoughts in 
another way, so that, if possible, I may present them more 
clearly — that the objective basis which gives validity to our 
notions of the concepts of the just, the beautiful, or any other 
concept of comparison (such as the large, the small, the equal) 
must be sought in the very nature of the human soul, which 
finds in this divinely ordered world the desired happiness in 
justice,^ which focuses the isolated parts of individual appear- 
ances and enjoys them with aesthetic satisfaction, and which 
compares whatever impressions it has with each other or with 
some fixed standard. To this I wish to add at this stage that 
the objective basis for a conception of a concrete object and 
that which gives it validity is the fact (i) that in accordance 
with our psychic constitution, we mould into unity the various 
sense impressions or images given us under certain conditions ; 
(2) that the fragments of objective reality, which cause the 
impressions which we, the perceiving subjects, mould into 
imity, are also held together by an mner unity. Thus con- 
sidered they are for our ideas “the prototypes which exist in 
nature.”^ The Idea of such concrete things and the Idea of 
individual attributes which we unite into a concrete object, 
or which we recognize to be parts of and clinging to a concrete 
object (as e.g., colour), clearly revealed, according to the inves- 
tigation about sense-perception in the Theaetetus (cf. p. 135 f.), 
a double aspect, conditioned at one and the same time by our 
nature and by the concrete objects. Even the Idea of equality, 
beauty, justice, etc., cannot be described by a single attribute, 
(neither by one which is purely subjective nor purely objective). 

The objective basis, which is shown by setting the unlimited 
over against the limited, by dividing an object given in expe- 

* For that reason that behaviour which produces human happiness 
is taken as the standard for judging all actions. 

* Parmenides, I32d, cf. pp 149, 152 f. 
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rience into two logical components, as well as by the similar 
attempt of the Timaeus to divide experiential reality into its 
parts, is again given on the subjective side in our psychic 
constitution and on the objective side in the corresponding 
relations. I need not expatiate on this any further. If we still 
wish to speak of Ideas, although Plato himself avoids this word 
later, then we should put side by side Ideas of a subjective 
NATURE AND IDEAS OF AN OBJECTIVE NATURE which are without 
exception related to each other. The subjective ideas (those 
which belong to the constitution of the perceiving subject), 
as well as the objective Ideas, dilfer among themselves in 
nature as well as in rank (cf. pp. 118, 184, 187, 212 f.). It is the 
most general characteristics of the material which we may con- 
sider as the objective counterpart of the subjective idea in our 
perception. Seeing, hearing, touch, etc., each has^ a special 
quality in the sensible object; sense-perception in general has 
for its object sensibility or the materiality of the object in 
general. Similarly ,2 thinking has for its object the imperceptible 
reality of an object; and the individual forms, which enable 
us to apprehend and to understand, always have their peculiar 
form, their particular class of invisible objective reality. On 
the objective side, as we have seen, an vmusual significance 
was attached to the Idea of the irrational, whereas on the 
subjective side the comparing activity of the soul appeared 
especially important; and it is on this comparing activity that 
our judgments are based. 

In the Republic the relation of the Ideas to the individual 
things of experience was compared to that of an object and 
its image and was at times described as the relation of the 
original to its copy. In the Timaeus^ the divine demiurge forms 
the world after a pattern; to reproduce this pattern becomes 
his ideal. This is similar to what we are told elsewhere :-that 
the man who wishes to make a weaver’s shuttle or a table 
looks at the invisible prototype or the Idea of these objects 

'■ According to Theaetetus, I56d ff. 

* According to Timaeus, 52a ff. 
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and fashions his material after this pattern. The prototype of 
the world is characterized as the original t5^e of organism, 
or the original form of animate existence as the “perfect” or 
the “absolute organism.” Perhaps it will be more intelligible 
to say the essence of every germ of life.^ We may also substitute 
“Idea” of animate existence.^ It is said of it that it contains 
within itself different types of living beings, e.g., the water 
animals and the land animals. They in turn constitute the 
pattern after which God, in his creative activity, made the 
world; hence they may be considered as Ideas which are 
subsumed under the highest Idea. It is difficult to differentiate 
between these Ideas and the images which have been brought 
into Being by divine creation. At any rate the relationship 
indicated is not a relationship with which we are familiar from 
earlier descriptions and representations of the Idea. Elsewhere 
we were told that the Idea merely existed as something which 
is simple, invisible, and which is not duplicable; but its imita- 
tions are iimumerable and because of their individual traits 
they differ from each other widely. Here, on the contrary, it 
is maintained that the concept of the universe includes every- 
thing real; therefore God’s imitation of the Idea of the world 
can only exist as a imitary, all-inclusive reality.® The imitations 
of the Ideas included in the Idea of the world (e.g., the Idea 
of animal, of land animal) exist on our earth only as unitary 
genera. I should like to designate these types and their sub- 
types such as mammal, predatory animal, lion, as Ideas. For 
what we said of the relation of the Idea to the individual 

’ Or, following Goethe, I should like to translate : Original pheno- 
menon of the organic. The Greek expressions used to describe the pro- 
cess are : (fwov) ov iari t JAAa fwa koO’ A /cat Kara yivi) /lopia — rd . . . 
vorfTa f(f;a ndvra sKelvo Iv lavxia -nEpiXajidv ix^i, TimaeuSy 30c. — xd xcav 
voovphxxyv KaXXiaxov Kai /card vdvxaxiXeov (t^ipov) y^oA — y(pov aidiov — rj 
xov ^(pov (jydaig . . . o^aa a/cowo;, 37d — ^ dcaimvia </>vati;, 38b (to . . . 
xrdvxa al&va ovy c) — x6 S eaxi t^cpovy in this the I’oCf sees included the 
ISioQ of all other ^ipa (as cvodoas), 396. 

^ Already the expressions 5 Saxi ^wov and jj xov ^mov justify this. 

® The thought that there may be innumerable repetitions of the 
Idea of the world is bluntly rejected. 
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phenomena is true of the relation of these types to the in- 
dividual examples given us in sense-perception. 

The simplest solution of this difficulty would be to dispense 
with the distinction between divine purpose and its realization, 
since it attributes human relations which are limited by space 
and time to the absolute, the infinite, the divine. But what 
seems so strange in this whole consideration will probably 
be somewhat toned down if we observe that similar con- 
clusions are foimd in Goethe, whose “primeval phenomenon” 
I introduced above (p. 115 f.) to clarify the meaning of the 
“Idea.” Siebeck^ explains it as follows: “In his sketch of a 
morphology which engaged him for some time, he intended, 
first of all, to describe the nature of the organic, in order to 
show (while setting out from a central point of view) how 
organic being (the type) developed in one direction into the 
manifoldness of the plant realm and in another direction into 
the multitude of animal types, and how the peculiar forms 
of worms, insects, higher animals, and crowning them all the 
form of man,2 may be deduced from the general primeval 
type.” 

In any event, what we have said about the Ideas holds even 
in the light of the conclusion of the Timaeus. Our ideas 
originate from sensible, individual phenomena. We compare 
them and form the concept of a dog, a horse, an ox, a chicken, 
etc.; then, when we group several of these concepts under 
still higher concepts, we obtain the higher and more inclusive 
concepts of beast of prey, or of ruminants, etc., and through 
still further generalization, the concept of animal and of 
organism which combines animals and plants. The objective 
basis for the correct formation of these concepts is to be sought 
in the fact that when the world was ordered, the powers were 
arranged so that they constantly maintain a fixed, or a gradually 
and according to law changing, relationship of co-operation, 
which by constant repetition produces the fundamental types 

^ Goethe ah Denker, 3 ed., p. 105, cf. p. no. 

“ I take it to be like ivovaai Idim rip 8 ecrci fwov. 
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which may be called by these words, the reality of this 
COSMIC STRUCTURE, which includes the laws of action and a 
union of the forces, provides a basis for our ideas of it; we 
may therefore describe this reality by the term “Idea.”^ The 
reference to it is an explanation. Yet not everyone will be 
satisfied with it. One may still inquire about the reason for 
reality; and here different answers are possible. One such 
answer affirms that chance produced the existing order. Over 
against this answer we have Plato’s conviction that a ruling 
mind formed it in accordance with a purpose. If this is true, 
then there is an Idea of God’s co-operation in the process. 
And if it is true that God thinks of purposes first as human 
beings do and then proceeds with their realization, then the 
existence of such purposes would have to be distinguished 
from the reality of their actualization, and we could differentiate 
between original Ideas (Urideen) which God follows and other 
Ideas to which God gives reality by producing a world. More- 
over, this consideration confirms the proposition previously 
advanced that Ideas differ in rank and character. 

7. I have spoken of the arrangement of the powers in the 
universe or of the union of their effect by the activity of the 
demiurge, and by this I did not wish to designate anything 
other than what might be called the Idea of the genera and 
of the concrete individual objects in the world. The question 
now arises where are these Ideas? Do they exist as separate 
entities in addition to the individual objects? The answer of 
the Timaeus to this question is: With reference to the peculiar 
nature of the third type of Being “we imagine, as if in a dream, 
that all reality must of necessity be in a definite place and 
occupy a space, whereas that which is neither on earth nor 
in heaven has no existence.” This dreamlike experience, it is 
thought, destroys the knowledge of our waking hours that 
there is an immaterial reality which is independent of space 
as well as of time. But in spite of the admonition that we are 
‘ Cf. also Preface to English edition, p. to. 
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not to ask about the where when we are speaking of the 
invisible,^ we cannot easily refrain from doing so. Even Plato 
himself observed here and there in the earlier dialogues, and 
even once in the Theaetetus and in the Parmenides, that the 
inquiry about the where was not to be set aside. In the 
Theaetetus (cf. p. 143) we came across the remarkable words: 
“Even though patterns are set up for us in reality, e.g., on 
the one hand, the godlike person who is perfectly happy and, 
on the other hand, the godless person who is utterly miserable 
appear in reality as patterns, the average person in his simplicity 
and utter folly does not see that such is the case; for that 
reason he does not observe that by his unjust deeds he becomes 
like the one and unlike the other.” The corresponding passage 
in the Parmenides (cf. pp. 150, 153) reads: “It rather seems to 
me that the relation is the following: These Ideas exist in nature 
as prototypes, whereas the other things resemble them and 
are patterned after them.”^ Similarly it is said in the Republic 
of the Idea of the bed which the carpenter has in mind when 
making a bed that it exists in nature. But this is not assigning 
it a place “in reality” or “in nature.” Where could the godlike 
happy man or the god-forsaken unhappy man (comparable 
to the Christian devil) be? For the individual person, he is like 
a prototype® and corresponds more or less to the concept just 
as the triangle, the sum of whose angles equals two right 
angles, or the real right-angled triangle or the perfect square 
are prototypes for drawn figures with such names. Where is 
the ideal triangle or the ideal square itself? Or let us use the 
example from the context of this passage in the Timaeus: that 
of fire. Even though a burning piece of unlimited matter does 

* The soul belongs in this realm. 

2 It is true that this conception proposed by Socrates is rejected by 
Parmenides, the leader of the discussion in the dialogue. But whether 
we, the readers, wish to reject it is, according to Plato, left to our 
judgment. I believe that it is not only supported by the corresponding 
passage of the Theaetetus and the passage of the Republic, to which I 
shall refer in a moment, but it is also corroborated by the Timaeus. 

® itapddeiy/ia. 
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not exactly correspond to the stereometrical form and the 
physical characteristics which, according to the description 
which the Timaeus gives of the elements, constitute the essence 
of fire, we must ask where could the fire be after which the 
burning piece of matter is named? Or again what are the 
material atoms like? Where do we find them exactly in the 
form of icosahedra of a definite size as they are supposed to 
constitute the characteristics of water? Where are they given 
in their real nature, vmmixed with anything else? Whale sub- 
stituting for the definition of the Timaeus a definition of modem 
science, I should like to ask our scientists : Where is chemically 
perfect, pure water (H^O) of a certain normal temperature and 
of a given normal volume? I believe that their answer to this 
question must be in agreement with that of Plato, viz., that 
it cannot be proved to exist anywhere and that it cannot be 
produced in its perfect, its ideal purity. Yet the concept which 
we have formed of it is not mere fantasy, and “when an3rthing 
has this or that characteristic” {Timaeus, 49 d, 51 b) “it is (pure) 
water.” 

It would then seem relevant to regard the pure forms, 
e.g., the mathematical forms, in each individual case as being 
nothing but concepts in a thinking mind. If that were so, 
then that which the Timaeus is intended to refute would be 
true of them, viz., they would be mere thought-constructs^ 
and would not exist as prototypes “in nature.” I repeat a 
remark which I made once before. E.g., the linguistic sounds 
cannot be classified in the same manner as we classify the 
intervals of tones; nor can the forms of crystals be applied 
to zoology. Evidently we are not left to human arbitrariness 
as to how the system of spatial relations in geometry is to be 
conceived; rather we are bovmd to some thing objective. Nor 
can we, according to Plato, speak of the arbitrariness of God, 
who orders everything. 

In an extremity it would seem to be in order to think of 
powers which act in various parts of space and within definite 

1 ovdh TrXrjfv Myog. 
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limits as being confined to these limits. E.g., one would like 
to maintain that the organization of forces, observable in the 
transmission of the characteristics of one living being to its 
offspring, is spatially present in all living beings which are 
capable of reproduction or which wdll become so with maturity. 
For if all these beings were destroyed, this organization of 
forces would no longer exist. The reality of this organization 
does not depend, however, on the existence of the individual 
beings ; on the contrary it is their cause. If it ceased to exist, 
it would be a consequence of or identical with the fact that 
the conditions of life under which the individual beings lived 
were nullified, as this has taken place in a limited way on our 
earth in the extinction of certain types of living beings and 
as it will take place again.^ And again these conditions of life 
are not limited to isolated empirical facts, present in a definite 
number; on the contrary, if one attempts to determine them 
spatially, one has to take into consideration the whole expanse 
of the universe. One could therefore say that as long as they 
exist they are everywhere; just as when we inquire about the 
when of their existence, we may say that they exist always. 
On the other hand, since they arc not subject to spatial limi- 
tations, the possibility of limiting them spatially no longer 
exists, and one would therefore like to say that they are 

^ Certain of the threads of life are then, as it were, destroyed; these 
threads served the purpose of binding together and of separating the 
various lines along which the inexhaustible life of the universe unfolds, 
so that a picturesque pattern may result from it. Because of this the 
manifoldness of the pattern has been here and there simplified. 
If we keep to our picture, we can accurately describe spatially the 
threads of the fabric, no matter how many times they cross and 
recross. But one would hesitate to say that active powers are there 
spatially present where their effect makes itself perceptibly noticeable. 
The appearance and disappearance of these powers are so frequent 
that their spatial division is at no moment the same and cannot 
therefore be definitely stated. Apparently what the Parmenides main- 
tains is true: Whatever is or becomes active in many places and in 
types which comprise many individuals existing in almost an infinite 
number of places, cannot be present in any one of these places in its 
complete reality. 
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nowhere; for to be anywhere means to be in space. And 
in accordance with its nature, only the concrete, the individual, 
the particularized is spatial, but not the universal, as e.g., the 
organism or the life impulse or the principle of life^ — ^neither 
is the universal man, predatory animal, dog, cat, nor weasel 
spatially limited — and yet the combinations of powers which 
constitute the essence of these universals (or let us say with 
Plato the Ideas) are real. Even gravitation or any definite force 
of which our physicists speak cannot as such be localized. One 
cannot describe them as being limited to a definite space (and 
a definite time). 

Whenever Plato speaks of the supersensuous realm, the 
realm of Ideas, as a place, inaccessible to us through our 
senses, in which the Ideas dwell,^ he does not think of this 
place as having spatial characteristics nor does he wish to give 
that impression. This becomes evident from a passage in the 
Republic which inquires into the existence of the ideal state. 
This can probably be found nowhere on earth; “but there is 
perhaps a pattern of it in heaven for him who wishes to behold 
it.”® What Plato relates about the demiurge, viz., that he made 
the world after the eternal pattern of the perfect organism 
which he constantly beheld, is true of himself when he was 
sketching the constitution of his state; he too looked at the 
pattern of the perfect state. In so far as he succeeded in doing 
this, he does justice to the real needs of human nature and 
the actual conditions of the world in which these needs have 
to be satisfied. Thus the Idea of this state is not “perhaps” 
but really existing — and it matters little whether we say existing 
in reality or in nature or in heaven. There it dwells as inde- 
structible and unchangeable Being; here too exist the proto- 
types of the perfectly just man, the complete villain, the bed, 
the shuttle, and of many other things and conditions patterned 

' Cf. TO TjJg elSoQ of the Phaedo and riXeov or to o «<rrt ^wov 
of the Timaeus. 

® Cf., e.g.. Republic, 508c, 509b, Siybj Phaedrus, 254b. 

* Republic, 592a. 
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after a purpose, as well as those of land animals, water animals, 
man. Even though we cannot demonstrate their spatial exis- 
tence, these Ideas depend on the physical and psychical powers 
which exist in the universe. 

8. The logical investigations of the Sophist, the Statesman, 
and the Philebus are so intimately connected, and in many 
ways the epistemological investigations of the Theaetetus, as 
well as certain suggestions of the Parmenides, are so closely 
related to them, that we may conclude that the philosophical 
convictions of the author during the period in which these 
dialogues were written did not change materially; at the most 
we need only reckon with an expansion or with minor correc- 
tions of the fundamental position. But the Timaeus is also 
closely related to this whole group of dialogues ; and only when 
it is torn out of this setting is it possible to understand certain 
propositions as being in conflict with the doctrine of Being 
of any one of the dialogues in this group. I am, however, 
willing to admit that the strict and clear formulation in which 
the Timaeus expresses the independent existence of the invis- 
ible essences which he once more designates by the old, almost 
forgotten term “Ideas’’^ may represent a final synthesis. This 
may, therefore, be taken as evidence with reference to Plato’s 
earlier writings that he was not conscious of a change in his 
conception of these essences. 

9. The Laws, which still await our consideration, are through- 
out concerned with political and ethical matters. For that 
reason they will form the natural centre of our discussion in 
a later chapter. But they make no direct contribution to Plato’s 
teaching about true and essential Being, which we tried to 
understand and sketch in the preceding pages. Thus we may 
finally bring the present long drawn-out chapter to a close. 
Later we shall, of course, have more than one occasion to 
make slight additions here and there. This will be especially 

* Cf. p. 202 f. above. 
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true when we discuss Plato’s conception of the universe and 
of God. 

In this exposition of Plato’s doctrine of Ideas, we found 
nothing which implied anything fantastic or crudely unnatural. 
How fortunate Plato’s interpretation of nature by means of 
the Ideas was will become even more evident if I can show 
that present-day philosophic thought is again seeking a solution 
to the questions under consideration in the same way as Plato 
desired to solve them. 

10. For example, A. Meinong’s treatise concerning the 
Empirical Basis of our Knowledge^ seems to me to be very 
significant. I should like to emphasize the following points: 
Knowledge does not consist in mere conceptions but in con- 
ceiviug and judging (cf. Theaetetus, i86d ff.). Each judgment 
has its content, just as each conception (cf. Theaetetus, 189a: 
“he who thinks, thinks of some individual thing”).^ By an act 
of thinking and by an act of judging, this subjective content 
is referred to a concrete object (and this individual object is 
real).® Whatever we think of is the object of thought; that 
about which we pass judgment and which finds its natural 
expression in positing something is said to be objective. A 
judgment is true when it has a fact for its object. (Cf. e.g., 
Parmenides, 134a or Republic, 413a: “Does it not seem to you 
that he who conceives real things attains truth?”)* Every 
perceptual judgment includes the judgment that a thing is so 
and so, but it also includes the existential judgment. Naturally 
the existential judgment lacks necessity. But in spite of this, 
a part of its content also possesses immediate intuitive cer- 
tainty; it is that part which includes the inner experience of 
distinguishing between definite perceptions. “I know that I 

* In Abh. zur Didaktik und Philosophie der Naturtvissenschaft, I, 

Heft 6, 1905. * d . . . doidCcov . . . iv ri do^dCei. 

® 6 5' £v Tt bo^dlimv . . . ov Ti. 

* ov id ovxa doSdCeiv dXrfieveiv aot doKst elvai. 
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now see light, hear a noise, etc., in a manner so perfect that 
it excludes every error and that it can scarcely be improved 
upon.” (Cf. Theaetetus, 179c: “It is more difficult to prove 
that the impressions which an individual has^ and from which 
corresponding perceptions and opinions arise are not true. 
But perhaps this is not the right procedure: It may be im- 
possible to prove them false, and he who affirms that they 
are evident and that they constitute knowledge may after all 
be right”.) E.g., the awareness of pain at any moment cannot 
be subdued in or removed from consciousness by any objec- 
tion. The most generally accepted doctrine is that on the basis 
of the perceptual content of our conceptions, to which belongs 
the qualitative nature which differentiates one conception from 
another, we infer that the characteristics of the object are the 
cause of this content. But unprejudiced observation of the 
actual conditions in the perception of a sensible object shows 
the facts to be otherwise. Most of the time we apprehend 
the object of perception immediately. “Everyone can produce 
evidence that that which appears as different, like, equal, 
really is different, like, equal.” By the nature of the 
content of our conceptions “a certain psychic act appre- 
hends an object of a definite nature.” This is “the ultimate 
fact of all knowledge” about whose reality we may no 
longer inquire. To me the important point here is, and this 
has been frequently emphasized in other similar propositions, 
that knowledge is concerned with objective facts which are 
not inferred; on the contrary, the act of knowing, even where 
it is concerned with external perception, apprehends the objects 
unmediately in a manner which can be understood by every 
unprejudiced person (we need only remind the reader that we 
experience such things daily). This objective fact which we 
apprehend by our conceptions is exactly that which Plato calls 
the Idea. In the degree that we really know, i.e., conceive 
reality, we apprehend the Idea. It is self-evident that a sensible 
object or a representation or — as Meinong expresses it — “the 
^ rd itapdv iKdcn<i) irddog, cf. p. 138. 
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object of appearance” participates in the Idea or is influenced 
by the Idea, provided that there are Ideas and that the whole 
notion of an appearing object, which forms the basis for our 
conceptions in so far as they are correct, is not to be rejected 
as vain and perverted. For only in so far as we demand an 
objective basis for our correct conceptions, in order to dif- 
ferentiate them from mere fancy, do we arrive at the concept 
of the Idea. According to this consideration, this Idea, from 
the very beginning, stands in permanent relation to the 
appearances. How this participation or this being affected 
is to be imderstood, what the relation of the Idea to the 
sensible objects or to the content of the ideational process is, 
remains inexplicable for Plato, i.e., he does not know how to 
substantiate it any further, nor how to deduce it from any- 
thing else. But he believes that he can describe it. By describing 
the process of judging, he presents the indisputable facts — 
in spite of contradictory features — in a manner understandable 
by everyone. Similarly, Meinong says that there is something 
enigmatical in the fact “that an activity of psychic life shows 
itself capable of apprehending a physical reality;” but if one 
considers this achievement as mystical and impossible, instead 
of regarding it as an “ultimate fundamental fact,” then one 
is on the way to “deny all knowledge.” Who does not, in 
connection with this assertion, recall the words of the Par- 
menides, “if someone does not want to admit that things have 
their Ideas ... he will utterly destroy the possibility of arriving 
at a rational understanding of things”?^ 

II. Husserl’s Logische Untersuchungen, pardy by raising ques- 
tions and partly by attempts to solve them, remind me in many 
ways of Plato’s efforts to clarify the epistemological problem 
by determining the concept of truth and that of reaUty; these 
concepts form the essence of that which may be called the 
Platonic theory of Ideas. Again I shall call attention to certain 
propositions upon which I shall comment, so as to make the 
* Page 152 above. 
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comparison with Plato easier. “In the strict sense of the term> 
the concept of knowledge implies a judgment which not merely 
pretends to be true, but which is justified in making this 
claim.” “The real Being of things and of factual complexes 
exists in related truths or truth complexes. . . . While executing 
an act of knowledge or . . . while living in it, we are ‘concerned 
with the factual’ which the knowing act knowingly means and 
posits. And if it is knowledge in the strictest sense of the term 
. . . then the objectivity is originally given.” The facts of the 
case are now not presiunably but really before us, and with 
these facts the object itself appears before us as it is, i.e., it 
appears before us exactly as it is found in this knowledge and 
not otherwise. We have seen that in order to describe objective 
reality Plato also sets out from the relationship which exists 
between the concept of objective reality and the concept of 
truth and the knowledge of truth. He describes this relation- 
ship exactly as Husserl describes it. The Kritizismus of our 
Kantians and quasi-Kantians looks upon this as a dogmatic 
error of Plato j this error it wishes to excuse indulgently by 
the fact that the whole of the ancient world was not able to 
attain the height of an unprejudiced position. In spite of this 
judgment, Husserl and Meinong, if I understand them cor- 
rectly,^ have not refrained from returning to the old, supposedly 
inferior position which was hampered by fateful prejudices. 
No doubt, they discovered that the advantage, which the 
critical philosophy claims, is not to be found in it. The words 
“truth” and “knowledge” themselves derive their meaning 
only from the recognition of a relationship between subjective 

' To me these two modem philosophers are more difficult to imder- 
stand than the aged Plato. Their terminology demands a special study; 
this I do not care to make because I cannot derive the corresponding 
profit from it. I may, therefore, do them an injustice by explaining 
their statements as I have done here. But in case I have really under- 
stood Husserl and the other heralds of “phenomenology,” I must 
reproach them for constantly endeavomring to retract h^way, and 
by all manner of limiting additions weakening that which they at first 
afemed in contradiction to the prevailing Neo-Kantianism. In this 
procedure they are most certainly not Platonists. 
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and objective reality. Only a psychic subject can know, and 
that which it knows cannot be without relation to it. Even 
truth cannot be thought of as something not knowable by the 
understanding; and only in so far as reality is known, do we 
call it truth. At this point I feel certain that, as Platonist, I 
am in full agreement with Husserl who says that “undeceived 
by the traditional prejudices” the thought process is to be 
taken as it is really given in the phenomena,* viz., as types of 
meaning “whose content has such and such meaning; and 
we are apt to look behind these meanings for something which 
might and could be otherwise interpreted than just meaning, 
significance.” This is more precisely expressed in the words 
“what ‘meaning’ is is as immediately given to us as is given 
what a colour or a tone is. It cannot be further defined; it 
is a descriptive last thing and no one can deny that what we 
signify, when we use words meaningfully, is the objects which 
we name and the meaning they have for us.” 

The recognition of realities which are not of an individual 
or singular nature and which give validity to words, which 
in a certain sense are always used generally in a predication — 
all this Plato regards as the condition of the possibility of 
knowledge which differs from uncertain opinion. The same 
meaning I find, e.g., in Husserl’s statement: “Just as we do 
not, with reference to the concrete individual, mean the par- 
ticular but the imiversal, the Idea, so with reference to the 
several acts of such ideation, we gain the certain knowledge 
of the identity of these ideal unities which are meant in the 
individual acts.” I can scarcely be wrong when I take the word 
“Idea” here used by Husserl as in every way identical with 
Plato’s Idea. Elsewhere Husserl also calls this objective basis 
for the subjective universal idea “ideal or universal object” 
and in justifying this expression he again comes close to Plato’s 
position. This is shown by the remark that this expression 

‘ He, no doubt, means the criticists who start from Kant. 

* That is, as they are given in immediate self-observation or intro- 
spection. 
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is to be taken as an indication of the validity of certain judg- 
ments, which are not made about perceptible details of an 
object whose correlative “evidently” (in so far as the judgments 
are valid, i.e., contain truth) must have ascribed to them the 
status of a “truly existing object.” The proposition: “The 
ideal objects truly exist”^ sounds altogether Platonic. But about 
the nature of these objects nothing is as yet predicated, just as 
Plato when he introduces the term Idea still leaves it undecided 
how the nature of the Idea and its relation to sensible objects 
are to be more exactly described. 

It has recently been recognized by certain scholars that 
Plato’s epistemology still has great value for our time. Natorp 
has especially emphasized this in his book, Platons Ideenlehre^ 
and in various short articles. 

^ II3 124. 



CHAPTER II 


PLATO’S LOGIC 

In spite of my detailed investigations on the subject, to which 
I must refer for most of the details, to this day Plato’s pro- 
digious achievements in the Field of Logic have been little 
noticed. Plato foimded the science of logic and made it a 
useful instrument of reason in its conflict with eristic, which 
grew out of the Parmenidean formula: “Being is,” and “let 
no one at any time impose the conviction on you that Non- 
Being is.” Henceforth, this formula lay like a ban on the 
minds of the thinkers who wished to let the existing world 
flrst of all arise in their imagination; thus all of them — 
Anaxagoras, as well as Empedocles or Leucippus — no longer 
dared to believe in a qualitative Becoming, a welling up or 
an issuing forth from an inner essence; they were satisfied 
with one kind of Becoming. Because of its strong impression 
on the senses, this Becoming, frequently of an impetuous 
nature, impressed simple man with its indubitable reality — 
motion in space, change of position, displacement. For a long 
time it also lay like a ban on the daring mind of Plato; for 
in the Phaedo he is still convinced that every characteristic, 
every attribute of an object is found in that object because 
it participates in the Idea of this attribute, and it is here that 
he expresses the law of identity in a way which closely resembles 
the rigidity of the Eleatic formula. And yet this statement of 
the Phaedo goes far beyond mere tautology. Its meaning is 
not merely to remind us that we must firmly hold to every 
concept which is identical with itself, but it is also to 
emphasize that such a logical demand would be entirely 
worthless if the unchanging concepts did not have an 
objective basis in an imchanging reality. Moreover, when 
with his judgments of logical necessity, he infers from 
the nature of snow that it is never warm, from the nature 
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of the soul that it can never die, he indicates new paths to be 
followed. 

With determination and with the best of results, he pursued 
these paths in his investigations as to what meaning the word 
“being” has in a predication; these investigations were begun 
in the Sophist and concluded in the Philebus. Here he shows 
that evoy thought, whether it is expressed or not, asstunes 
the form of a proposition or a judgment. Its purpose is to 
express positively or negatively causal relations between one 
concept and other concepts. A concept can only be apprehended 
in these relations or in this manner of mutually affecting 
another concept. The reality or being which we may predicate 
of a concept consists in these relations. Again the meaning 
of all Being, of all reality, which we may think or predicate 
is nothing else but being determined in a certain manner. If, 
in the concept of Being or any other concept, we wish to 
abandon our effort to determine the definite characteristics 
(being thus and so), and if we ignore (as the Eleatics wish us 
to do) determining its relations to or its difference from other 
concepts, then this concept dissolves itself into an indeter- 
minable and undifferentiated nothing — which can neither be 
thought nor predicated. From this it becomes evident that 
every logic must have a firm basis in experience; it must 
justify itself on this basis before it can proclaim the law of 
identity. 

Plato did not wish to write a textbook on logic. Long sections 
of the Sophist, the Statesman, the Philebus, and the Parmenides 
are, however, nothing but a collegium logicum written with 
the express intention of making the reader a skilled dialec- 
tician, i.e., of making him skilful in critical exposition to others. 
In addition to the doctrine about the judgment already sketched, 
we have in these sections an accoimt of the laws of thought, 
a doctrine of the categories, methodological rules about the 
formation of concepts, reflections about analogy and vahd 
conclusions. In what follows I shall briefly sketch the most 
important points. 
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I. THE LAWS OF THOUGHT 

In its most concise form, the law of contradiction can be 
derived from the Sophist^ where it is said that teachers who 
know how to refute deep-seated, false opinions can take 
inadequately based propositions, place them side by side, and 
show that “they contradict one another about the same things 
which stand in the same relation and which are considered 
from the same point of view.”^ 

The law of the excluded middle may be inferred from 
the following demonstration in the Sophist (25od): “If some- 
thing is not in motion, must it not be at rest? Or what is no 
wise at rest, must not that again be in motion? Yet Being 
showed itself to be outside of both these conditions. Is this 
possible? No, it is altogether impossible.” On the silent 
acceptance of this position is based the fundamental preference 
for dichotomy in the classification of concepts. We shall hear 
more of this later. Besides, the comment, which we shall then 
meet, that dichotomy does not apply to all things, and the 
various examples which prove to be exceptions and which 
analyse the concept into more than two parts, indicated the 
knowledge of the fact that the law of the excluded middle 
is applicable only to the characteristics which exclude one 
another, as the parts of dichotomy exclude one another; these 
parts are related to one another as affirmation and negation 
are related. 

The principle of sufficient reason is expressed in the 
Timaeus (28a) as follows: “Everything that becomes must of 
necessity come into being through a cause. It is impossible 
that a thing can come into Being without a cause.” But the 
Philebus {26c) says: “It is necessary that everything which 
comes into Being comes into Being through a cause.” And 

1 230. Aristotle’s well-known statement, “It is impossible that the 
same thing, when considered from the same point of view, has and 
does not have a certain characteristic,” is closely related to this. 
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immediately after, it is said that the cause differs from the 
agent in name only. The agent and the cause are the same.^ 

2. THE CATEGORIES (AND NEGATIVE DEFINITION) 

The main passage in which the relation of the concept of 
Being to other concepts is investigated was discussed above^ 
to the extent that the interlinking of Being and Non-Being 
was shown. In this same connection it was shown that the 
concept of Being stands always and necessarily in a mutual 
relationship to that of identity and difference, to that of per- 
manence and change, to motion and rest; but in all this, Being 
retains its own nature and does not pass over into these others, 
any more than any of these concepts can pass into it. 

The significance of these definitions becomes even clearer 
if we take into consideration the definition of Being which 
is given in another passage of the Sophist: Being is nothing 
but the power to affect and to be affected. Action and passion 
are correlative concepts which caimot be thought unless one 
thinks of at least two things, one of which is regarded as that 
which acts and the other as that which is acted upon. Non- 
Being, which may be predicated of a thing, cannot mean 
non-action and non-passion; it merely means the negation 
of a definite action or passion which belongs to another thing. 

This exposition may give the impression that the three pairs 
of concepts, Being-Non-Being, identity-diversity, motion-rest, 
are accidental examples of concepts of a very comprehensive 
and imiversal nature rather aimlessly chosen from an innumer- 
able and incalculable mass of concepts, and that the task of 
the dialectician to determine the many-sided relations of the 
concepts is infinite, even if one were to confine oneself to the 

1 In this connection it must be remembered that every being, as the 
Sophist had determined, is something endowed with the power to 
produce. Cf. Sophist, 265b: TroirpciKfjv iraaav elvM dwapiv, dv 
ylyvrjrai rolg pi) Trpdrspov oHmv Harepov yiyeaOai. Cf. also Sophist, 219; 
Gorgias, 476b ff.j Lysis, 221c; Hippias, I, 297a. * Page 171 f. 



234 the essence OF PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY 

highest concepts. But upon serious reflection, this impression 
disappears. Plato could not remain ignorant of the fact that 
concepts of like universality (or like in extension, according 
to the customary expression of to-day), such as those which 
have been investigated here, could only be of a very limited 
number. He also seems to have regarded wholeness or entirety, 
unity or simplicity, as well as their opposites, incompleteness, 
division, multiplicity, which are used by him in other parts 
of the Sophist, as of equal value with those which we selected. 

In investigating the series of these generic concepts, it seems 
to me that the main purpose of Plato was to indicate the possible 
PREDICATIONS which Can be made about every conceived object. 
Since he himself so arranged them that two characteristics 
correspond as opposites, e.g., Being-Non-Being, identity-non- 
identity (diversity), rest-non-rest (motion), we may say that 
by subsuming these pairs of concepts under a more universal 
concept we have in them the highest points of view or the 
CATEGORIES from which every object may be considered. It 
also follows that a systematically ordered and exhaustive 
exposition of these points of view can at the same time give 
direction to scientific definition. For just as it is certain that 
every doubtful conceptual content is real — only as real does 
it stand in relation to our perceptual faculty and can it be 
embodied by us in a categorical statement — so is it certain 
that it is identical, that it is different, that it is either divided 
or non-divided, either spatial or non-spatial, changing or 
unchanging in time. If one wishes to describe this conceptual 
content accurately, one will have to determine whether the 
POSITIVE OR THE NEGATIVE PREDICATION in the individual cate- 
gories is to be applied to it. Only in this manner does the 
meaning of its many-sided reality become clear. 

At the same time it becomes evident that a negative 
predication also has a positive meaning, since it, at least, gives 
expression to the fart that the highest concept, which includes 
the negating as well as its contradictory characteristic, may 
not be rejected. 
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We shall introduce a few additonal propositions which dis- 
cuss the relation of the perceiving, judging subject to the 
objects about which the judgment is made. In the Sophist, we 
are told that a predication can take place only in the form 
of a proposition, and that it would have no meaning and could 
not be judged as true or false if the union of subject and 
predicate were not based on the definite relations between the 
things which they designate.^ But in the Theaetetus^ we are 
told that seeing, smelling, hearing, and other perceptions which 
we experience all have a corresponding special quality or 
manner of action of the perceived object and that, on the 
whole, sense-perception has sensibility or materiality for its 
object. This passage, if I imderstand it correctly, contains, 
among other things, the meaning that the investigation of such 
objects is only completed when we examine omr organs one 
after another and direct them to these objects, since each of 
our sense-organs is concerned with a special phase and a 
special manner of action of the sensible object. On the basis 
of this, I should like to conclude that according to Plato’s 
view a similar thing is true of the reflection which is based 
on sense-perception. We may say that thinking in general has 
the invisible for its object, but that the special forms by which 
we conceive an object in thought belong to a special type of 
invisible, objective reality. Even reflection about an object 
may not be concluded before all possible points of view® have 
been made use of. 

One could, of course, object that if Plato wished to be 
understood in this manner, he should have endeavoured to 
give a complete account of the possible points of view of the 
investigation. But only he who knows little about Plato’s 
manner of exposition will raise this objection. For pedagogical 
reasons, he is not accustomed to make the argument easy for 

^ The existential judgment refers to the existence of such relations; 
it does not indicate their identity or agreement with Being. Cf. p. 171 . 

* 156c; cf. Republic, VI, 507c ff.; Timaeus, 67e. 

* Also cf. my Neue Untersuchungen, pp. 44-47. 
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his readers. Besides, the chapter on the inter-relatedness of 
the highest concepts alone contains this much: Every concept 
may be considered by itself as identical with itself because 
of its positive nature of being thus and so, just as it may be 
considered from the point of view of the attributes of other 
differing yet related concepts; since these attributes do not 
belong to the concept, they negatively designate it as being 
different. At the same time, though immutable in its nature, 
it stands in changing relations — ^this is what is meant by the 
participation of a concept in the universal concepts of identity, 
difference, rest, motion. Then, too, it is indestructible in its 
qualitative attributes, not dissoluble by logical operations 
(which distinguish differences in it and which may divide, 
heighten or lessen its intensity); i.e., it is independent of the 
subject yet, at the same time, limited by a rigid measure. It 
is a unitary summing up of an infinite many. It is Plato’s con*- 
viction that this should fairly well exhaust the different points 
of view applicable to every object or to every concept. 

3. THE FORMATION OF CONCEPTS AND THE SYSTEM OF CONCEPTS 

The very heart of Plato’s logic consists in the doctrine about 
the formation of concepts . The so-called “dialectical method,’ ’ 
which is characterized as the most important instrument of 
the philosopher and which differentiates him from the polished 
orator and the disputant (eristic), is, according to the descrip- 
tion given of it, in the main nothing else but the art of forming 
logically correct and practically useful concepts. (The main 
passages concerned with this method appear in the Sophist, 
the Statesman, and the Philebus.) 

The task of forming concepts always appears to have a 
double aspect, and it can only be solved in that a highest 
concept is determined for that which we investigate (the 
definiendum)', this concept is then analysed into its natural 
species and types to the very last limits of the conceptual. 
This gives a kind of genealogical tree of the concept. Here the 
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concept in question is given a definite position, and by deter- 
mining this position the concept is univocally defined. The 
lengthy divisions of a concept taken from art or science, which 
are constantly interrupted by new beginnings, and through 
which the reader of the Sophist and the Statesman must find 
his way, are intended to serve the purpose of initiating us into 
this two-fold task. The mistakes and the awkwardness in this 
analysis, purposely perpetrated and then corrected, clearly 
indicate that neither can the ascent to the concept be carried 
on with sure success unless we carefully observe the ramifica- 
tions extending down; nor can we be successful with the 
descent to the concept unless we constantly refer it to its 
highest point. The Philebus (i6b) gives expression to the 
difficulty involved in properly executing the methodological 
rules which were laid down for both sides of the definitive 
task. Socrates is made to say that he was always a friend of the 
described method, but that his efforts to arrive at the goal 
with it were only too frequendy frustrated. 

If the division of the concepts, as given in the Sophist and 
the Statesman, is put in the graphic form of a genealogical tree^ 
(pp. 238-239), we shall obtain an excellent explanation of the 
task which is presented to the dialectical method. The scheme 
sets out from the highest concept of an art and is completely 
analysed only in one direction, viz., that direction which ends 
in the definition of the concept angling, or sophistic, weaving, 
politics. Only hints have been given of the other ramifications 
of the genealogical tree or the expert knowledge on which it 
rests. If these were followed up, the scheme would extend 
endlessly in all directions; for expert knowledge, real know- 
ledge, includes all reality.^ 

The classification of reality is reflected in the classification 

^ Compare my discussion of this point in the Neue Untersuchungen^ 
p. I and pp. 71-73, whence I take the appended examples (see 
pp. 238-239). I shall translate the Greek terms. 

* According to Plato, a reality which is not real to us and yet know- 
able for us is a monstrosity, since the power of action and passion 
by which it must show itself must in the end be made known to us. 
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of the material of knowledge. To present the tree of knowledge 
in its complete form would be identical with giving a complete 
view of all that which may ever become an object of our 
knowledge or of all the forms of reality. 

In this comprehensive system of such a view, there must 
not only be contained all the concepts, but also all the 
characteristics which may be used in defining each individual 
concept. If one thinks of this as an accomplished fact, it would 
be possible for us to prove all judgments which we may make 
as true or false by merely comparing them with the definitely 
determined conceptual relations. Thus all knowledge could be 
presented as an organized system of concepts. Such a classifi- 
cation would exhaust the whole content of logic without 
necessitating the formalities of syllogistic with all its artificiali- 
ties. In order to understand why Plato values the dialectical 
method so much, one has to keep in mind the ideal execution 
and completion of this method. In the Statesman ( 285 d ff.) 
Plato points out very clearly that he considers a single demon- 
stration of this method very inadequate. The examples which 
he employed for practising the method were those in which 
he defined the statesman, the sophist, and finally the angler, 
or the weaver of woollen cloth. 

It may, perhaps, be in order to remind the reader that in 
modem times Leibniz proposed a plan for reforming the 
Aristotelian-scholastic syllogism, a plan which apparently is 
in close agreement with Plato’s purpose. Leibniz thought^ 
that if the elements of our ideas were isolated and clearly 
symbolized by a simple sign language, by an “ alphabetum 
cogitationum,” we should, on the one hand, by a process of 
combination, succeed in discovering all possible knowledge; 
on the other hand, by analysis we could trace what is given to 
us in a complex form to the simple element and thus pass 
critical judgment upon it. The greatest gain to be derived from 
the introduction of such a sign language, as he prescribes it, 

* According to Erdmann, Geschichte der neueren Philosophie, II, 2, 
pp. Ill fF. Cf. also Sigwart, Logik, p. loo, IP, pp. 670 fF. 
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is said to be that “every error in thought would immediately 
be revealed as an incorrect combination of the characters, and 
by applying the characteristic sign, we should have the means 
of discovering the error in a disputed point as we discover it 
in any other calculation. Similarly, where the given data are 
inadequate, we should at once see from the signs what the more 
careful definition lacks, since, if the signs were correctly 
chosen, this lack would have to appear as a gap or as not 
fitting into the scheme.” If one should succeed in finding the 
correct signs or “characters,” one would have “a cabala in 
the true sense of the word, and, expressed in these signs, each 
paralogism would appear as a barbarism or as an orthographic 
error.” 

It is, of course, no accident that Leibniz did so little to 
realize his ideal. Its realization would only be possible upon 
completion of all investigation. However, as an ideal, it has a 
regulative value for all investigation. 

One could object to this whole method on the ground that 
it is impossible for human beings to attain absolute definitions, 
since all our knowledge remains imperfect, and since we can 
never arrive at a final statement of our knowledge in the form 
of a complete system. Yet in the meantime, we may once for 
all sketch certain basic lines of the system of concepts, and we 
need not fear that we must modify it because our experience 
has expanded. That is to say, there is nothing problematic 
about what I characterized as Plato’s doctrine of categories; 
ever3^ing is irrefutably certain. But we may also give adequate 
definitions of the most universal concepts, such as that of the 
sensible object and that of the spiritual reahty, and of those 
concepts subsumed under these highest concepts, without 
having to wait for an expansion of our experience. Besides, a 
complete exposition is at least possible for the small part of 
our knowledge which extends over the individual facts of our 
experience. This is shown in the Philebus. In referring to the 
division of the soimds and tones on which the sciences of 
linguistics and of music are based, Plato gives (lyb-iSd) an 

Q 
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example which not only explains the problem of knowing, but 
which also contains the final satisfactory solution for a limited 
field. The goal of comprehensive classification, which this 
example indicates, has in the meantime been firmly upheld by 
scientific investigation. This is most apparent in the efforts of 
the descriptive sciences in that they demand that the exposition 
be given in the form of a conceptual system; a system in which 
every form is assigned its respective place. From the account 
of a contemporary comic poet,^ it is interesting to note how 
Plato, in his lectures in the Academy, diligently carried on the 
classification of plants and animals. 

★ ★ ★ ★ ★ 

Of the rules which Plato lays down for definition, we already 
know one from his early dialogues. It reminds us that definition 
does not consist in enumerating examples or individual 
instances which are at the basis of the definition in question. 
Another warning (in the sense of the later accepted formula: 
definitio ne fiat per ideyri) was given in the Theaetetusf where we 
are told to be on our guard against the circular definition. 

Other rules, laid down for the formation of concepts in 
accordance with the ‘‘dialectical method,” are proposed and 
elucidated by most carefully worked out examples in the 
Sophist and in the Statesman, These may be stated as follows : 

A. Definition by analysis. Whenever possible analysis is 
to take place in accordance with dichotomy. But in doing so, 
the differentiating characteristic in accordance with which this 
division is made is not to be selected in such a way that in 
making the division that which is logically unequal is set over 
against itself.^ Then, too, the difference must not be imposed 

^ Epicrates. Compare Platon, I, p. 191 f. 

^ See p. 140. Such a v/arning also appears in the Meno, 79. 

^ Hence the customary division of human beings into Hellenes 
and barbarians offends against this rule and is most unfortunate. 
Similarly the division of living things into men and animals is defec- 
tive {Statesman, 262b--e). 



PLATO’S LOGIC 


243 

from without and must not be accidental. Division should 
be natural; it should arise from those things which can be 
naturally^ classified under a concept; and whenever dichotomy 
is unnatural, division must set more than two things over 
against one another, but always in as limited a number as 
possible. No intermediate member is to be omitted; it is not 
to pass by leaps from the summum genus to the definienduniy^ 
otherwise gaps will appear in the meshes of the dialectical 
net.® Also, only the uninterrupted division carried through 
from above downwards assures us that the concept which is to 
be defined really is subsumed imder the highest concept.^ 

Because of this last reason, we may not stop with our logical 
division until we have found that the sought-for thing is a 
member of the series (and if possible this is to be accomplished 
by dichotomy); in fact, if the concept in question includes 
other concepts as sub-types, we must, for the sake of certainty 
and clearness, carry the division still further until we have 
arrived at the infima species which is no longer divisible. This 
follows from the admonition that no concept may be used 
which is in any way ambiguous; or to put it another way, 
that no concept may be employed which contains elements 
(types) which contradict one another in important points; 
instead the descriptive definition of a thing which we try to 
understand must be clearly and imambiguously stated. 

B. Definition by synthesis. The rule to be applied here 
states that we must at all times consider the essential and 
ignore the non-essential. 

Naturally, we miss the simple criterion for what is important 
and what is essential. Yet I believe that we are always pursuing 
a course which leads to the attaimnent of this criterion — it is 
found whenever a concept is subsumed under purpose and 
interpreted from that point of view. Frequently we also meet 

^ Statesman, 262ab: ajUKpov fiopiov ev npog ptydAa Kai TToXXd 

d<j>atp(Ofiev ptjde eiSovQ yaypi;. aXXd to fttpog &pa slSog ex^o). Cf. also 
289b. ^ Statesman, 2630; Philebus, i6d f. 

® Plato uses this figure in the Sophist, 235b. 

* For example, this becomes evident from Sophist, 226a-23ic. 
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such statements in the earlier dialogues. They appear especially 
in the Cratylm} The same is true of the conclusion of the first 
book of the Republic. We may observe, Socrates tells us here, 
that everything in the universe has its peculiar nature, its 
special purpose which cannot be realized at all or as well by 
anything else. And the virtue of a thing consists in the fact 
that it is in the proper condition for this fulfilment of its nature 
or its purpose. We may say that this is essential for everything 
— this enables it to accomplish its special purpose well and 
nobly, a purpose which differs from the purposes of other 
things, and which either cannot be attained at all or cannot 
be attained as well by these things.^ The mistakes which are 
made in the search for definition are mostly caused by giving 
tmdue consideration to certain accidentals. For example, it 
is non-essential to the ruler of the state what external limita- 
tions are placed on his powers. The only essential thing is 
whether he attains the right goal with statesmanlike insight. 

We have a similar position in the comments of the Philebus 
(53ab): If we wish to know the nature of white colour, the 
question is not that of examining as much white as possible, 
but rather of examining a white which is absolutely pure, 
unmixed, and uncorrupted by any admixture. Let this example 
suffice to make us realize that we can only understand the 
nature of pleasure correctly if we consider pure, immixed 
pleasure; that is to say, a pleasure free from any additions 
which we may experience, free from the pain which we feared 
in advance, or which afterwards might appear in the form of 
remorse. Here we could again ask: What is “pure” white? 
What is “pure” pleasure? By what characteristic do we differen- 

^ Compare p. 97 f. above. 

* Compare the convincing statement of Republic, I, 353a: “The end 
of each thing is that which it alone can accomplish or that which it 
can accomplish better than all the other things” (previously, 3520, 
it was said, “we may assume the end or use of the horse and of every 
other thing to be that which an individual can accomplish with it 
alone or best”). Cf. also Republic, X, 601 if; this is closely related to 
similar passages of the Cratylus. 
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tiate them from the “impure”? To this the answer would be: 
That which corresponds most closely to the nature of white 
colour, or to the nature of pleasure. This answer could also be 
inferred from the considerations of the Philebus; but the 
Statesman expresses it even more simply. This answer has 
shown us that there is an absolute nature of co-operation of 
the powers of the real world; this nature is untouched by 
subjective arbitrariness. There must also be a natural climax 
for the process caused by this co-operation; moreover there 
must be a clear typical form for every phase of this process 
of developing things or psychic activity, a form which the 
expert knows and uses as the standard. The description of this 
typical form indicates the essential feature of a thing. The art 
of measuring, which “according to the natural characteristic 
(naturbestimmtheit) given for everything which comes into 
Being” determines the beautiful or the proper form, is entirely 
based on the study of natural conditions.^ 

A statement of the Timaeus is especially instructive. Here 
(76de) we are told that if we wish to understand the nature of 
finger-nails, we must look not to man for whom they are 
meaningless, but to animals for whom claws and hoofs have 
a great and manifold meaning. No doubt, at the basis of this 
lies the conviction that we can best know the purpose of a 
thing by considering it in its most highly developed form, and 
that this form must be taken into consideration when we 
define its nature and when we determine what is essential and 
what is non-essential to it. 

If the essence is that which makes the realization of the end 
possible, then by characterizing the purpose we also describe 
the Idea.* In things which develop by themselves that charac- 
teristic which pleases us most appears as the purpose of this 
development. We justify our judgment on the assumption that 

* See p. 177; also compare Republic, 504c, Laws, 716c. 

* The Greek expression o ectti t6 vpaypa, which is identical with 
the in-itself-ness (dtrrd KaS' avrd) or the Idea of a thing, we may 
also translate (cf. p. 93) as the “essence of the thing.” 
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an ordering lawgiver or creator of the world wanted to produce 
that which we find to be the most beautiful; in this reflection 
upon God’s creation, we try to think God’s thoughts after him. 
In so far as we succeed, we discover the laws of development 
which constitute the essence or the Idea of the developing, 
individual thing. The question about the definition of a word, 
a question which already arises in the earliest of Plato’s dia- 
logues, could therefore be satisfactorily answered by indica- 
ting the purpose of a thing. 

The only thing to be remembered is that for Plato the 
concept which he tries to define is also intended to designate 
the cause of all the individual phenomena in which it finds 
expression. Consequently, we may say that conceptual Being 
is already designated in certain of the early dialogues, which 
do not yet use the word “Idea,” as an acting power. Thus, in 
the Laches, Socrates finally formulates his question about 
the nature of courage as to what “power” we indicate in this 
manner.^ Before this he tried to show others that it was a 
matter of discovering what yoimg people must learn to become 
as virtuous as possible. Thus he asks in the Gorgias: What 
can the art of man accomplish?^ And from the Euthydemus, 
II b-d, we can see that a good definition of the concept of 
piety would be that which determines the cause of its existence; 
whereas that characteristic of piety which Euthyphro, the 
augur, gives (viz., to be loved by the gods) is an effect, but not 
the essence of piety. The meaning of the problem of every 
definition becomes clearer after Being has been defined in the 
Sophist as a power, and after the negative predications about 
Non-Being have been clarified (cf. p. 172 above). There is no 
contradiction involved if a definition states the purpose of a 
thing and also incorporates an effective cause. On the contrary, 
the Timaeus expresses it as a fundamental proposition that 
teleological and ontological explanations must at all times 
supplement and accompany each other. Both are also readily 

^ Tig o^aa dvva^ig . . . dvdpela K^KXrfcaiy 192b. Cf. pp. 100, 104. 

^ TLq ri dvvapiiq rfjg i:i)(vrig rov dvdpdgi 447d. 
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brought into harmony. With reference to purpose, the question 
is always about something which must yet be realized and 
which cannot be conceived except as being boimd up with 
Becoming, generation, development.^ Reflective thought must 
at all times subsume this under causation. 

It is true that in purposive action the preconceived notion 
of the final result itself is active as a cause, but not as the only 
cause. In the Phaedo (98c ff.), Socrates gives as the cause of 
liis death his own decision to subordinate himself to the 
judgment of the people. If he had decided to flee, this decision 
would have led to his flight and to his now being in safety in 
another country. However, the decision alone would not have 
produced this; the nerves and the muscles of his body would 
have had to carry out his resolution.^ From this follows the 
important logical distinction between real causes and co-causes 
or secondary causes (dtVia and owatVia); a distinction which 
is once more made in the Statesman.^ This differentiation 
must also be borne in mind when we are in search of the 
answer to the question: What, according to Plato, are the 
essential and the non-essential characteristics of a concept? 
E.g., statesmanship (in agreement with the views expressed in 
the earlier dialogues) is defined in the Statesman as the art of 
leading the citizens of a state to happiness. This is a teleo- 
logical definition. But as a product of the statesman, its object 
can only be completely understood if the way to attain the 
purpose is also indicated. And this aetiological description, 
when it is correctly and adequately given, may then be taken 
as an adequate substitute for the teleological definition. The 

' Most tinderstandable is the combination made by the two points of 
view which can be applied to the realm of human action in which all 
teleological interpretation has its origin. The word epyov has a double 
meaning; it may designate the activity which is striving for a goal or 
it may designate the attained result. Early in life we learn from our 
experience that we cannot attain a purpose which is contrary to the 
order of nature, that in order to realize certain purposes we must 
discover and choose very definite means toward that end. 

* Compare Platon, I, 552. 

“ Statesman, 28id ff. Similar views are also expressed in the Timaeus. 
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most important condition or main cause of happiness, according 
to Plato, is moral excellence, which in turn depends on the 
correct moral judgment. For that reason it is in order to 
define statesmanship as the art of leading citizens toward 
morality.^ And by this the same thing is meant as was meant 
by the definition previously advanced.^ It would also seem that 
for the attainment of happiness favourable external circum- 
stances are necessary, such as health and the capacity of the 
body for work, since the body is to be a worthy instrument 
in the service of the soul. Yet a definition of statesmanship 
which takes into consideration only the care for the physical 
well-being of the citizens would be altogether wrong. It would 
make secondary considerations the main considerations and 
crowd out the essential by the non-essential. 

I may, therefore, replace that aspect of a definition which 
indicates the purpose by naming the cause;® but it is wrong 
if, instead of naming the purpose, I indicate the secondary 
cause.* 

The relation between the causes and the ultimate end at 
which they aim® will be that every addition, every more careful 
definition of the cause, will also appear in a corresponding 
and a more careful definition of what is produced by it; whereas 
such relations do not exist between the secondary causes or 
the non-essential characteristics of a concept and its elfects. 
If the soul came into being through the harmonious union of 
the elements of the body, as Simmias {Phaedo, 850 ff.) is 
inclined to believe, then the more perfect the bodily harmony 
is, the more perfect would the soul have to be; but this clearly 
contradicts the facts of experience. If the knife is an instrument 

* Or in accordance with the Socratic-Platonic statement that morality 
is rooted in correct insight (dpmjv ao<f>lav elvai); morality as an art 
is to help them attain this insight; this art is also called education. 

^ And yet only an ahiov, the condition for the attainment of the 
final purpose, has been indicated in this definition. This is similar 
to the definition which the Statesman gives of the woollen garment 
which the weaver produces; it consists in describing the process of 
making it. ® Of alrwv. * awahia.. ® The riXog. 
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for cutting and the word an instrument for conveying thought, 
then the purpose of cutting and that of conveying thought 
must be the better attained the better the instrument is and 
the greater the skill which employs them. This is in agreement 
with experience. And again, if the statement which Protarchus 
defends against Socrates in the Philebus were right, viz., that 
pleasure is identical with the good, with the state of desireless 
perfection and happiness, then every enhancement of pleasure 
would have to bring us closer to this ideal condition, and the 
more a man experienced pleasure the more perfect he would 
be. He would be more perfect in a moment when he experiences 
more pleasure than in another moment when he experiences 
less pleasure.^ Since this is wrong, it was also wrong to identify 
pleasure with the good. The most we can say for pleasure is 
that it is a secondary characteristic of perfection. 


4. DEDUCTION AND MANNER OF PROOF 

Apparently syllogistic reasoning cannot be found in Plato. 
Conscious of their own powers and encouraged by Aristotle’s 
criticism, philological expositors of Plato’s dialogues have tried 
to find false conclusions here and there. The philosophical 
expositors have been more cautious with their criticisms. 

Plato considers it self-evident that as soon as it is shown 
that anyone argues contrary to the laws of thought — as the 
leaders of the conversations of the dialogues often show their 
opponents to be doing — he must admit that he has been 
honourably refuted and that he must consider his assertions 
as imtenable. In addition to the laws of thought set forth in 
our textbooks on logic and which we mentioned above, Plato 
recognizes another law of thought which I cannot definitely 
formulate, and by which he rejects the regressus in infinitum. 

^ For example, cowards (as Socrates argues against Callicles in 
Gorgias, 498a ff.) who rejoice over the departure of an enemy would 
thereby be more perfect and better than the courageous ones who 
regret the departure of the enemy. Cf. p. 52 above. 
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Plato not infrequently carries on an exposition in such a 
manner that he suddenly shows us that the introduced thought 
process demands for its certainty a repetition of the last step, 
which in turn requires a similar substantiation. In all this, 
the meaning is obvious. As soon as such a proof has been 
advanced, the whole structure of thought must fall. Two 
examples make this very clear. In the Theaetetus the objection 
was raised that the concept of a false conception was contra- 
dictory, since the content of this conception would at one and 
the same time be known and not known. This objection is to 
be refuted by thinking of the learning process as follows: 
(i) the mind is thought of as wax on which the material to be 
learned is impressed ; (2) it is thought of as a cage (the cage of 
memory) in which the flighty content of knowledge is confined. 
The impressions in the wax may afterwards become effaced; 
the caged birds, if one wishes to use them, must again be 
caught.^ Thus mistakes are possible. But against this position 
the following is advanced: He who makes this mistake would 
nevertheless “appear to himself as one who knows about the 
things of which he is in error.” And the puzzling questions 
would at all times remain: “Will anyone who knows a thing 
consider it to be identical with something else which he also 
knows? Or will he mistake that which he knows for that which 
he does not know, or that which he does not know for that 
which he knows? Or do you again wish to tell me that for the 
various types of knowledge and of ignorance there are again 
higher types of knowledge, which their possessor keeps in who 
knows what kind of ridiculous cages or waxen blocks, and that 
as long as he possesses these he knows, even though he does 
not have them at hand in his mind? And thus you will see 
yourself forced to go round and roimd in a perpetual circle, 
without accomplishing anything.” ^ In the Parmenides, the 
hoary Eleatic says that the reason which induces Socrates to 
assume the Idea as existing beside and participating in the 

' Compare p. 139, note i. 

“ According to Apelt’s translation of the Theaetetus, 20obc. 
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innumerable individual things must also induce him to assume 
innumerable Ideas which are subordinated to one another. 
For just as there is the Idea of size for the individually observed 
things which appear as large, so one would have to find for 
this Idea and the individual things an Idea which would 
subsume and unite them. This must also happen for the Idea 
of higher and of lower rank as well as for the individual objects. 
Again and again this process would have to be repeated. 

The fact that this objection in either case is not justified 
according to Plato’s meaning, and that it is merely to serve 
as an impetus for us to present the true relation ever more 
clearly to ourselves, adds nothing. If the objection were justi- 
fied, the recognition of the infinity of the regress would abolish 
the assumption which leads to it. 

The law from which this follows may be stated thus; Every 
inference, every development of thought, must have an 
absolutely firm basis, must rest on a Uavov. This principle 
we have already derived from the Phaedo (p. 120). It will 
become even clearer if we also discuss the hypothetical 
INFERENCE OR MANNER OF PROOF which is carefully^ described 
there. The direction given us (p. 129 f.) states that in conceptual 
investigations we must at all times set out from the firmest 
possible fundamental assumption. From this assumption we 
are to draw all conclusions and to examine them carefully. 
If a contradiction appears, the assumption made must be 
rejected as useless. Otherwise it is not yet certain. If it is 
doubted, we are to go beyond it and deduce it from another, 
a simpler, and more certain assiunption, which in turn would 
have to be grounded by a still further regress. This description 
of the procedure is supplemented and perfected by the argu- 
ments of the Parmenides. There it is said concerning it: “Not 
only must we in all instances set out from the positive funda- 
mental assumption and take into consideration the conclusions 
which follow from it, but we must also consider the opposite, 
negative assumption.” An affirmed hypothesis and a negated 
^ Before this it was less accurately described in the Meno. 
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hypothesis present two possibilities in contradictory form, one 
of which must be true. Thus it is also true of the antithetical 
series of development which proceed from these hypotheses 
that one is corrert and true, the other incorrect and false; and 
that when both are presented to us for a decision, our decision 
will vacillate less than if our attention is one-sidedly fixed 
upon the consequences of one hypothesis. 

The hypothetical explanation is always offered in such a 
way that a doubtful proposition is to be brought into logical 
relations with propositions which have absolutely determined 
validity, and by which it is to be judged. Even the simplest 
conclusions of which the Phaedo (105b flf.) speaks belong to 
this class. E.g., it seems to be definitely ascertained that fire, 
in accordance with its nature, is warm and warms other things. 
Let us say the temperature in a room rises; then we must 
inquire about the cause of this phenomenon. The rise in 
temperature could be readily understood if one could establish 
that a fire had been made. If anyone should question that the 
increase in temperature is the necessary effect of the fire, 
then we should have to fall back upon still more general 
concepts; and it would be very diflncult to pursue this course 
with certainty until we had arrived at a proposition which no 
longer contained anything hypothetical or problematical, and 
about whose empirical validity there could be no doubt. In 
other words, it would be difficult to arrive at a proposition 
which was really “adequate” (i'«avov). In other instances, it 
is easier by regress to arrive at the definite point from which 
we may again proceed with further inferences. E.g., the state- 
ment that it is wrong to practice evil is assured universal and 
unreserved acceptance as soon as we can show that by practising 
injustice man makes true happiness impossible for himself. 
It is self-evident that each man strives for happiness, “and we 
do not have to ask: Why does the individual in question want 
to be happy? Evidently the answer is final” {Symposium, 
205a). 

To consider whatever is “adequate” as self-evident is 
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always a feature of certain knowledge. Inasmuch as it provides 
the support and the basis for the knowledge deducible from 
it, its realization is for the knowing subject the basis for the 
belief in the validity of knowledge, i.e., it is the ultimate 
“ground of knowledge.” At the same time, in so far as it is 
really adequate for the estabhshment of our knowledge, and 
in so far as the subsequent deduction of the yet doubtful 
propositions is correct, it must be the actual basis of the 
objectively real content of these propositions, i.e., it must be 
the “realgrund.” Whenever we desire proof, we are not in 
search of reasons which convey only subjective conviction — 
such convictions are necessarily also shared by him who 
dreams and by him who is insane and has all kinds of fantastic 
imaginings; on the contrary, we demand an absolute basis for 
that which we consider subjectively true and which gives it 
the nature of objective reality or universal validity. 

Thus we are once more brought back to the doctrine of 
Ideas. Plato expresses this very thought when he considers 
the “Idea”^ as the basis for the persistence of characteristics 
and of things ; and he makes knowledge consist in the apprehen- 
sion of the Idea. In this it becomes evident how closely logic 
for him is bound up with ontology and epistemology. The 
peculiarity of knowledge is that it is true or that it grasps 
reality. In other words, knowledge is only possible in the form 
which makes the thought-content be exactly as we conceive it. 
This is impossible with what is given in perception. For, as 
the Theaetetus (153c ff.) shows, sense-perceptions become 
definite when a motion which proceeds from the perceptible 
object meets a motion which proceeds from the perceiving 

‘ Whenever Plato uses this word in its peculiar meaning, he wishes 
to do no more than give expression to the demand for proof of a real 
basis (Realgrund) and to confirm the conviction that there must be 
such an objective basis for every individual trait of reality, a trait 
which can be described by a true, correct assertion. Or, to express it 
another way, he uses it to designate the merely postulated and the 
sought-for basis without which the concept of truth would be destroyed 
by sceptical attacks. 
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subject; and, like these motions, sense-perceptions last only a 
moment. But the judgments by which we characterize our 
thoughts express permanent characteristics by words; therefore 
even when they refer to what is perceived by the senses, they 
designate not what is momentary and subject to change, but 
what is permanent. As something permanent it is valid not 
only for the individual phenomenon in which it is not perceived 
by our senses, but also for innumerable, similar phenomena; 
thus it will constitute the general nature of all of them. 

For that reason, even if we ascribe to these invisible essences, 
the Ideas, only a problematical (hypothetical) reahty (Plato 
introduced the Ideas in this sense, and he is always conscious 
of this fact; even in the Timaeus, 51c, he again raises the 
question whether in the end the individual sensible object, 
which is given and which is changing in space, after all does not 
constitute the only reality), uncertainty disappears when, by 
postulating it, we examine the pros and cons and take our 
argument one step farther back to the next assumption. If the 
Ideas were removed from reality, there could be no precise 
correctness of our conceptions, no strict truth in predication, 
no difference between opinion and knowledge, and everything 
would disintegrate in a subjective fog. This cannot and must 
not be. The Parmenides (135c) assures us that if that were so, 
every meaningful exposition^ would cease. Even the immediate 
intuition of all those who do not wish to recognize the Ideas 
testifies against it. In their practical relations all recognize 
that the difference between the true and the false is objectively 
grounded. 

In accordance with these conclusions, we may say that every 
Idea is “adequate,” and that with the apprehension of an Idea 
the preliminary hypothetical nature of every proposed asser- 
tion takes on apodictic certainty. Yet what guarantee have we 
that we have ever apprehended an Idea existing “in nature” ^ 
with our conception, whose content we describe by a word? 

^ The entire Swa/xig rov SiaAdyeadai; see p. 152, note I, p. 153. 

® ev rfj <f>vaet. Parmenides, I32d. Cf. pp. 150, 153 f, 217 f. 
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and that the togetherness of characteristics by which we 
characterize our concept is not merely an artificial construct 
of our imagination? In the end, it is only the successful, logical 
classification of this concept with other concepts of a higher, 
of the same, or of a lower rank, and the classification of all these 
concepts in an all-embracing system of concepts, which will 
give us this guarantee; but we never experience such an em- 
bracing system of concepts. 

In the Theaetetus, Plato tried to ascertain how the concept 
of knowledge or of knowing is to be conceived. He rejects 
a series of attempted definitions: Sense-perception with its 
fleeting content cannot contain immutable truth. The inter- 
pretation of this content is subject to error, contradiction, 
and refutation by those who interpret it otherwise. It consists 
in mere uncertain opinion. And if one were to maintain that 
knowledge is correct opinion, one would have to have a criterion 
which would enable us to say under what circumstances an 
opinion is right and not wrong. Sometimes it is said that 
knowledge is correct opinion accompanied by tlie logos.^ 
But upon closer examination, this definition is also abandoned 
as useless, because we cannot say in what sense this ambiguous 
term (logos) is to be understood, so that the statement will be 
true that, by the addition of logos, opinion becomes knowledge. 
In the Sophist and the later dialogues we were given a new 
meaning of logos; we were given the definition which was 
arrived at in accordance with methodical rules, and which 
begins with the highest generic characteristics and gradually 
descends to the last differentia specifica. If we imderstand the 
term in this sense, then the answer last proposed to the 
question, what is knowledge? is corrected as follows: Not 
correct opinion plus logos, but logos alone constitutes know- 
ledge. Opinion ceases when the definition of the concept has 
been attained. Knowledge arises when a liighest concept is 
related to the concept of a special form of Being, which was 
to be understood by giving the continuous development of its 

* Cf. p. 140. 
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characteristics. Accordingly knowledge in the form of final 
definitions is possible with reference to the highest generic 
concepts, the categories, and their interdependence, and 
apparently also with reference to the characteristics of concrete 
objects, whose narrow spheres can, in a certain way, be indi- 
cated. Furthermore, absolute knowledge is also to be had in 
negative judgments by which the effort to make positive 
assertions, because of the contradictions which follow from 
their conclusions and which are directed against incontestable 
facts, is rejected as a failure. 

In conclusion, only a few more comments concerning 
INFERENCE BY ANALOGY. Through mere hints and in an abbrevi- 
ated form Plato uses it frequently; he does this to make 
comparisons fruitful for investigations. The Statesman sets 
up as a rule for analogy that it be drawn from what is known, 
from what is closest at hand, from the minute and the easily 
observable. The rule itself is there derived from a concrete 
example, the simplest example which can be given: that of 
children in school learning to read. Yet Plato is clearly aware 
of the fact that analogy may lead astray. The Protagoras 
already hinted that comparisons and analogies are only to 
serve the purpose of sharpening our observation for investiga- 
tion and of indicating the direction for focusing our attention; 
but that we can at no time deduce absolute proof from them. 
In the Phaedo (92d) Simmias comments: “Conclusions which 
are based on probabilities^ are, I know, deceptive; and unless 
one guards against them, they will be extremely misleading, 
not merely in geometry, but also in everything else.” In the 
Theaetetus (i62e) the following criticism is expressed: “You 
make use of probabihty, yet the geometrician who made use 
of probabihty in his calculations would have to forgo all claim 
to recognition.” Even in that important analogical inference 
^ dia T(bv elKorwv. For Plato this means, as the Timacus shows, pretty 
much the same as 6C eiKovoiVy so that we must naturally think of 
inferences by analogy. We read later in the passage of the Theaetetus y 
Tfti eiKori xp'^jCfOe and el diTodi^eade mOavoAoyla re kgI elKdai Aeyojuivovg 
Adyovg^ 
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of the Philebus that the soul of man comes from the world-soul 
just as the elements of the htunan body come from the elements 
of the body of the universe {Philebus, 29a ff.), the hint is given 
that the inference does not carry necessity. According to Plato 
an inference which passes from the like to the like can only 
justify itself as a heuristic principle, i.e., for the establishment 
of an hypothesis which must yet be tested. 


R 



CHAPTER III 


PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE 

I. In the Timaeus^ Plato set forth his thoughts on the 
STRUCTURE OF THE PHYSICAL WORLD, the cosmos. The fact that 
he lets the Pythagorean of that name, whom he represents as 
a statesman and natural philosopher, continue the discourse 
on this subject almost uninterruptedly, while Socrates, as well 
as others, is an almost silent listener, clearly indicates that on 
this subject he (Plato) is greatly indebted to the friendly 
Pytliagoreans of Southern Italy — among whom we must not 
overlook the famous mathematician Archytas. Yet this can 
hardly mean a relationship which is essentially different from 
that with the Eleatics, similarly hinted at in the Sophist and the 
Statesman^ over against whom Plato nevertheless maintains 
his independence. We can also show that his Pythagorean 
friends owe no less rich and profitable spiritual stimuli to him 
than he does to them. It is altogether in accordance with 
Plato’s own meaning when Timaeus prefaces his discourse 
with the comment, with which he afterwards frequently 
interrupts the exposition, that in such descriptions it is not a 
question of scientifically established results, but of proba- 
bility of a higher or lesser degree. 

Then he develops the following thought: The things which 
affect our lives and which are given in our sense-perception 
are all subject to change, i.e., they are in a constant process of 
becoming different. Each stage in the process of development 
through which things pass is caused by another stage which 
preceded it, and it in turn will cause another succeeding stage. 
It is therefore impossible, if we start from any stage and trace 
the process of development gradually backward, to arrive at 
a real beginning. If we review the ground covered, we are 
always concerned with parts of the whole process of develop- 
ment. While we thus search in vain for the beginning of the 
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infinite series, there arises in us in a remarkable manner the 
impression of a completed whole and of perfection, and we 
experience this impression as pleasant and call it the perception 
of beauty. But what is the nature of beauty? Matter or the 
physical in and by itself is never beautiful. In accordance with 
its nature, matter is void of every definite characteristic. Only 
the ensouled physical object which is illumined by thought is 
beautiful. Therefore, a spirit (or soul) must dwell in all parts 
of the physical, sensible world, which we find beautiful. The 
whole WORLD appears to be formed and ruled by a spiritual 

POWER. 

In accordance with probability, however, we may picture 
the origin of this wonderful beauty and order, which is the 
consequence of the reign of this power, as follows: In his 
innermost nature, God is good. Therefore he desired space- 
filling matter, which stands over against him, to be as good as 
possible. This matter was in a state of chaos, driven about in 
indefinite and lawless fashion, a condition which would not 
have been knowable in any of its individual aspects, and whose 
total impression would in no way have been satisfying. At this 
point the divine demiurge entered the picture. He established 
order by giving the whole mass a spherical form. The sphere 
he made of four fundamental elements regularly employed to 
form stereometrical bodies. These elements he fashioned as 
the building blocks for the cosmos in varied quantities, and so 
small that they are imperceptible to our senses. In connection 
with this framing of the imiverse and as a consequence of it, 
each body received a definite motion which would separate 
all like bodies from other bodies, and would bring them closer 
together if it were not prevented by collision with things of a 
different nature. Gradually, they found their compensation in 
a spiral movement of the whole mass; this spiral movement 
caused individual bodies, attracted to and influenced by one 
another, constantly to change their form and their motion. 
At the same time the body of the world was endowed with life 
and a soul; that is to say, in addition to the mechanical impulse 
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which it received, it was (at the same time) endowed with a 
principle of motion which works from within and which strives 
for a purposive development. This took place mediately 
while the individual heavenly bodies and the earth, which 
moves in the centre of the universe and about the axis of the 
heavens, were receiving their souls from the fiery elements. 
By means of this soul, these bodies acted upon the coarser, 
material particles which are more difficult to move, and they 
gained such an ascendancy that the creatures which gradually 
came into Being on them were also endowed with life and a 
soul. In this manner, especially on the earth, living beings of 
different species and genera, and, as the most perfect of them 
all, man arose; to him it is given not merely to perceive with 
his bodily organs, as do animals, the impressions from the 
things surrounding him, but also to marvel at and to know the 
whole universe; in doing so he thinks the Creator’s thoughts 
after him and finds his happiness in imitating God’s activity 
as much as possible. 

These are the fundamental thoughts of the dialogue. Here 
I can go into the details only to the extent that they appear to 
me to be of philosophical significance. 

Just as the eternity, the non-beginning, and the indestructi- 
bility of matter and energy' are for all Greek physicists 
unquestionable assumptions, so they are also for Plato. He 
expresses himself most clearly on this point when he character- 
izes the demiurge’s forming the chaos into an ordered cosmos. 
He tells us that in this perfect condition, produced by divine 
intervention, the world should and will remain eternally yoimg 
and full of life. Every interference is excluded by the fact that 
nothing remained outside of the world; consequently no want 

' I have always been strongly and curiously impressed by the asser- 
tion of our scientists that the law of the conservation of energy 
was an achievement of modern science. The merits of these men, 
who have shown that this law asserts itself imder forms and conditions 
which seemed to defy it, are great enough without trying to increase 
their fame by attributing to them an honour which does not belong 
to them. 
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had to be satisfied from without and no undesirable surplus 
had to be discarded; instead, by their interaction, the parts 
of the whole with their want and their abundance, with their 
power to attract certain things and to repel others, constantly 
supplemented each other; thus all action and passion took 
place’^ in the closed cycle of the world itself. 

2. About certain fundamental concepts of physics we are told 
the following: matter may be defined as that which acts in 
space. From the definitive statement of the Sophist that 
“Being is the power to affect or to be affected by another” 
(cf. p. 170), it follows that a force of inertia is necessary for 
spatial existence; by this force an object resists any effort to 
be crowded out of the space which it occupies. From this it 
follows still further that the motion of a body, i.e., motion from 
one space into another, needs a special impulse. This is in 
reality a proposition of the Platonic doctrine of motion. 

Plato conceives gravity to be the movement of one body 
toward the greater mass of another body which it fimdamentally 
resembles. If we were to imagine beings, he says, who could 
move about on the surface of the ring of fire, which is separated 
from that of air, as we move about on the earth, and if they 
were to examine the gravity of the elements which are most 
largely represented there, they would find that if they raised 
parts of fire into the air, and placed them in a scale, fire would 
show the same resistance which the earth shows to us in 
similar experiments. Thus fire, which is light to us, would be 
heavy to them. Whatever interferes with this impulse of bodies 
to move (as, e.g., the scales interfere with the earthly body 
tending toward the earth) experiences a heavy pressure which 
is proportional to “the size” (i.e., mass) of the impeded body. 

While Plato immediately connects his assumptions about 
gravity with the conception of the spherical form of the cosmos, 
he develops with perfect clarity the corresponding conclusions 

‘ 33d- dvTo yap iavr^ rpo(f>r}V rrjv eamov <^6laiv rrapexov Kai ndvra iv 
edvrq) Kai iavrov 'udaypv Kal dpcbv bk yeyovev. 
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about the meaning of directions above and below. He main- 
tains that naturally opposite locations in the spherical universe 
are only those of circumference and centre. If one thinks of 
a uniformly solid globe as being placed at the centre, it would 
not be attracted in any direction, but it would be suspended 
in equipoise. If an individual were to traverse the surface of 
this globe, he would, after he was halfway round,^ point with 
his finger over his head in exactly the same direction as he did 
when at the beginning of his journey he pointed in the direction 
of his feet. The same direction would be for him at first down 
and then up. To this also belongs what the Phaedo (io8e) said: 
The parts of a spherical body equiform in all directions from 
the centre caimot displace each other (for this reason a spherical 
body — the earth is meant — placed in the centre remains in 
equipoise).^ 

The Parmenides defines the concept of motion in the same 
sense as the Phaedo does that of Becoming, viz., the passing 
from one state into its opposite.^ Plato, however, recognizes 
that there can be no change without time,* and that time with 
its opposites to the present of the past and the future cannot 
take place without motion.® Thus the notion of motion includes 
temporal relations, and the concepts motion and time cannot 
be defined independently of each other. 

According to Plato, physical objects, bodies, which as such 
contain different elements, and especially extended parts, 
cannot be in a state of complete rest.® This proposition supple- 
ments his concept of matter. No doubt, he had already arrived 

* <rrds dmiTou, 63a. 

* Phaedo, io8e f. Anaximander had already grasped this thought. 

* E.g., Parmenides, 162b f; cf. Phaedrus, yoe. For an explanation of 
the concept of motion in this universal sense, which includes every 
change and is therefore identical with Becoming, we may take a pas- 
sage from the Theaetetus, 155b: “That a thing which was not before 
should be afterwards is impossible without having become and without 
Becoming.” 

‘ Parmenides, 1510 ff. ® Ibid, and Timaeus, 384 ff. 

‘ E.g., see Republic, 530b, where this proposition is expressed with 
•eference to the fixed stars. 
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at it in connection with his theory of perception, as that is 
presented in the Theaetetus, and it is again deduced from the 
definition that Being is the power to act. For perceptible 
Being must be active in the realm of sensation, and motionless 
activity is self-contradictory. It also follows from the clear 
understanding of the nature of time. Apparent permanence or 
REST IS THE MAINTENANCE OF EQUILIBRIUM. 

That the internal changes which a body experiences as a 
consequence of the subtraction or the addition of elements, 
and as a consequence of the change in starting points (Ansatz- 
punkte) of acting forces, can maintain a perfect equilibrium 
under certain conditions, is shown by tlie description of the 
interaction of the parts of the cosmos, in which its life is active. 
In the strictest sense, what is true of the cosmos, viz., that 
during all the changes it maintains its absolute equilibrium, is 
in a lesser degree also true of the particular objects in which 
we can perceive no change. This is particularly true of organic 
bodies or living things which, while in their full strength, 
replenish their losses by taking nourishment.^ Furthermore, 
according to Plato, the purely mechanical motion must take 
place within a cycle because of the universal extension and 
impenetrability^ of space-filling matter. With this principle, 
Plato seeks the solution for a large number of striking pheno- 
mena which, of course, cannot be adequately explained by it — 
e.g., the motion of a projected body, the flow of water, the 
striking of lightning on the earth, the power of attraction mani- 
fested in the magnet and in amber, the swallowing of food, 
rhythmical breathing. 

3. The various types of motion which Plato recognizes can 
be graphically presented as follows : — 

* The Symposium (208a) makes the comment that the elements of the 
living body are constantly renewed by the ever-changing elements; 
and then it transfers the thought of the apparent maintenance of the 
equilibrium between action and reaction to the psychic realm. Cf. 
below, p. 284. ^ Cf. Platon^ II, p. 327. 
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MOTIONS 

I II 

The motion of the body in its 
(active and passive) co-operation 
with other bodies (and that not 
equally in all its parts) = dXXotoyoig, 

1. By maintaining the existing 
constitution (^^tg) : 

(а) Loss of parts through a 
breaking-up process {diaa~ 
xl^sGdaL or diaKpiveaOaL and 
<j)divEaOaC ) ; 

(б) Absorption of foreign ele- 
ments (avyKpiveaOaL and 
av^dveoOaC). 

2. By changing the existing con- 
stitution : 

(a) By the destruction of char- 
acteristics {dTToXXvoOai or 
dia<f>0t'lpea0at) 

(1) By breaking into frag- 
ments (dLaKpiaig); 

(2) Through mixture {avy~ 

KptaiQ). 

(b) By the appearance of new 
characteristics (ylyveadai). 

4. I should like to make a few additional comments. Since 
knowledge of all the characteristics of an object can only be 
given us by the motions in which it is, or parts of it, and which 
serve as a stimulus to set our sense organs in motion, then that 
WHICH DIFFERENTIATES TWO CHARACTERISTICS is necessarily 
a difference in the motions of that thing. In the Theaetetus 
Plato prescribes a special perceptive organ^ for all types of 
sensible qualities; in the Timaeus he attempts to base the 

^ Cf. with this Parmenides i i62e: to 6 ^ uXXoiovpievov d/)’ ovk dvdyKrj 
yCyvEcOai piiv sTEpov rj irpoTEpoVy dnoXXvoQai Si ek rf/g TTporipag i^ecog. 

2 Theaetetus i I56ab. Similarly it was pointed out in the Republic 
that the light given off by the sun can only be perceived by the radiant 
eye, 508a. 


The motion of the individual 
body carried out by itself (and 
equally in all its parts) = ^o/)d. 

I . Involving no change of place, 
rotation on a fixed axis ; invol- 
ving change of place : 

(a) gliding (sliding) 

(b) rolling. 
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characteristics of the objects, and the impressions produced 
by them, on the motions given with the form and the size of 
their basic elements. 

In the Republic the hint was given that we become aware of 
motion not merely by perceptible changes of position and 
by the audible succession of tones, but also by the perceptions 
of our other senses, such as sight, smell, taste. Of course, the 
wise man has not yet appeared who by his mathematical 
achievements would make the spheres of these organs also 
accessible to science, as the astronomer has done for the eye 
and the expert in acoustics has done for the ear. 

We are told that motion by impact from without can only 
come into Being in that two contiguous bodies are or become 
different from one another in some way. Otherwise they would 
not disturb each other reciprocally in their condition; what is 
absolutely alike would be motionless.^ And if it is necessarily 
(cf. above) true that the sensible object, the material body, 
changes, i.e., that its parts are in motion and influence each 
other, then this presupposes that these parts are not completely 
alike. The belief is also expressed in the Timaeus that in all 
eternity they would never become perfectly alike. Provision 
is made against such a possibility by a meaningful mechanism 
which is based on the fact that matter, which in its ultimate 
nature is the same and formless, was formed by the demiurge, 
who put order into chaos (even into the smallest particles, 
imperceptible to our sense organs) after the pattern of the 
regular stereometric bodies; in doing so he imparted a particular 
motion to each of the fundamental elements which drives 
them apart, each one to its “natural place.” At the same time 
the imiverse was set in motion; this motion drives the masses 
toward each other, and causes the contiguous, individual forms 
to adapt themselves so that the overpowering mass becomes 
master of the motion of the many different small particles. 
From this constant reaction there must follow a constant 
labile equilibrium. 


' Timaeus, syd, cf. 58a. 
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In these conceptions, which I cannot pursue here in detail, 
the following seem to be the most important features ; — 

First, the main characteristic of every material consists in 
spatiality; therefore the fimdamental differences of material 
things must be given in spatial attributes. 

Second, since these spatial characteristics have as their 
cause a rational, order-producing mind, they must be of such 
a nature that inquiring reason can clearly know them, and by 
making use of them can disentangle and clearly order the 
confusion of that which is given in sensation. It is for this 
reason that Plato is searching for the essence of the empirically 
observed differences of the regular bodies described by 
stereometry. 

Third, every physical object has its particular motion, which 
is conditioned by its form. 

I could venture only uncertain conjecture as to why, under 
these conditions, Plato did not assume five rather than four 
ELEMENTS, and why he considered three of these elements as 
more closely related to each other than the fourth is related to 
them. These conjectures I do not wish to repeat here. 

5. In many expositions of Platonic philosophy, we find the 
conception that Plato identified space with materiality or 
MATTER, and that he allowed his fundamental forms or ele- 
ments to come into Being by delimiting empty space. That 
is wrong. I shall here, however, present only one fact which 
clearly testifies against this. Like Kant, Plato emphatically 
appeals to the certainty of geometric science. He has not the 
slightest doubt that a strict scientific knowledge of space and 
its relations is possible. On the contrary, the uncertain basis 
of what is individual he designates as something not altogether 
knowable, as something “dark, scarcely believable.” ^ It would 
seem, then, that for Plato this must be something different 
from space. I beheve that, instead of identifying this enigmatic 
thing with space, we should say: The only thing clear in it is 
^ Compare, p. 203 f. 
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its spatial relations; only they do not exhaust its nature. And 
while one geometrical figure is completely identical with a 
congruent second figure, and while one stereometric body is 
identical with another stereometric body, they nevertheless 
differ in an enigmatic manner in that they occupy different 
positions in space — space (cf. p. 210), therefore, shows itself 
as the “principium individuationis ” — and in that the space- 
filling concrete things differ from one another and in that each 
changes in space, whereas the parts of space remain unchanged. 
Therefore, it is not space with its spatial attributes which is 
enigmatic, but filled space or, perhaps better, space-filling 
matter or the relation of space to matter; this relation can 
only be described, but not apprehended. Plato, of course, tries 
to grasp the nature of matter in that, with his theory of the 
elements, he reduces its attributes to spatial characteristics. 
Frequently and clearly, however, he gives us to understand 
that his identification of bodies which have been stereo- 
metrically determined, or which have been delimited by clearly 
describable surfaces, with sensible bodies of a definite 
experiential quaUty remains problematical. Therefore he 
always advocates this identification as a probability, but never 
as a truth. And if we are, e.g., told in a passage (Titnaeusy 
53d), “this is the fundamental assumption which we make 
regarding the origin of fire, etc. . . . But the principles which 
are prior to these God alone knows and he of men who is 
dear to God,” we should not mistake the fact that here matter 
is already presupposed as something existing, to which mind 
gives knowable forms by limiting it by means of triangles. 

6. Every careful reader of the Parmenides will observe that 
Plato was fully aware of the difficulties implied in the concept 
of space as well as in that of time. From the discussion of the 
concept of time, there given, we need only select those proposi- 
tions in which this aporia is most clearly expressed: “It is 
impossible that a thing which was previously at rest should 
afterwards be in motion, or that that which was previously 
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in motion should afterwards be at rest without experiencing 
change.^ . . . But there is no time in which it is possible for a 
thing to be at once neither in motion nor at rest. . . . When 
does the change take place? since neither that which is at 
rest, nor that which is in motion, nor that which exists in time 
can change. . . . Does this strange thing, the moment,^ in 
which a thing would then be while changing really exist? For 
the moment seems to imply that from it change may take 
place in two directions. For a change does not come from a 
state of rest, as long as a thing is still in rest, nor from the 
state of motion, as long as an object is still in motion. The 
moment rather is wedged in between motion and rest as some- 
thing curious, as not belonging to time; into this moment and 
out of it what is in motion changes into rest and what is at 
rest changes into motion.” ® 

We can neither perceive nor really conceive the beginning 
nor the end of time. Every attempt which we may make to set 
up temporal limits appears just as arbitrary as that of setting 
up spatial limits. Thus boundaries can only be determined for 
parts of space and parts of time. Beyond these finite parts, 
time and space stretch into infinity. The concept of an all- 
inclusive time may, therefore, be identified with that of 
eternity. In the Timaeus, however, Plato is opposed to this 
identification. He lets God (the demiurge) create time when 
He forms the cosmos, and that by assigning the sun, moon, 
and the planets their respective places in the heavens and by 
determining their special courses. We are told* that He would 
gladly have endowed His world with eternity. “But it was 
impossible to bestow this (attribute) in its fullness on a created 
thing. Thus it occurred to Him to make a moving image of 
eternity; this image He made eternal® and moving in accordance 
with number. This image we call ‘time.’ Before the creation 
of the heavens, there was neither day, nor night, nor month, 

* avev Tov /uera^dAAecv. ^ r 6 e^al<l>vrig 

® Parmenides, I56cd. * Timaeus, Chapter lo, 37d fif. 

® TTOiei /livovro^ aldovo; iv ivi Km^ dptO/tAv iovaav alwviov elKdva. 
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nor year; these came into Being with the creation of the 
heavens. But all these are parts of time, just as the ‘was’ and 
the ‘will be’ came into Being as species of time. These we now 
unconsciously but wrongly ascribe to eternal essences. For we 
say of these essences that they ‘were,’ that they ‘are,’ and that 
they ‘will be’; when strictly speaking ‘is’ alone is applicable 
to them, whereas the ‘was’ and the ‘will be’ are only properly 
applied to things Becoming in time; for both are motions. On 
the contrary, that which is always immovably the same cannot 
in the course of time become older or yoimger; neither has it 
ever, nor does it now, nor will it ever become older or younger. 
In fact, nothing of what generation entails for the moving 
things of the perceptible world is applicable to it. All these are 
rather creatures of time, which imitates eternity and moves 
according to a law of number. The same is true of such state- 
ments as: What has become is in the process of Becoming, 
what will become is about to become, what is not is non- 
existent. But all these expressions are inaccurate.” 

7. It is pointed out^ with reference to the concept of space 
that we fall into error if we ascribe space to the eternal un- 
changeable essences; the same is true of the concept of time. 
But as there is supposed to be true knowledge only of what is 
eternally the same, and as of the other things there are at the 
most only correct conjecture and opinion, we may doubt 
the accuracy of the ideas of space and of time, as well as the 
conception of motion, or that of Becoming which includes 
spatial and temporal relations. And yet it is not Plato’s intention 
to withdraw all support from these notions and concepts, as 
the Eleatics attempted to do. He realizes that by doing so all 
scientific investigation would be made impossible. He merely 
wishes to clarify the irrational aspect of these concepts; he 
is so little interested in denying the actuality of their content 
that by his strong emphasis upon it he refutes Eleaticism. 
Thus it is in the Timaeus that he makes fundamental contribu- 
^ Timaeus, 52b; cf. above p. 217 f. 
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tions to a THEORY OF PROBABILITY which, in its highest form, 
appears to him as the highest attainable goal for the explanation 
of nature. He does this by applying the concept of the image 
to the perceptible world as a whole, to the cosmos. Plato had 
previously made use of this concept to make clear the relation- 
ship of the perceptible, changing things to the invisible, 
abiding essences, the Ideas in and by themselves. This is one 
of the most fundamental principles of the Timaeus. It is neces- 
sary that the image be embodied in perceptible matter. It is 
this very embodiment in the sensible with its spatial and 
temporal characteristics, and the peculiar nature of the matter 
used in modelling this image, that diiferentiate it from its 
prototype, or original. The most important task in describing 
it is the stating of its conceptual content which is in agreement 
with the original. Our judgment about it is teleological, i.e., its 
point of view is that an image should reproduce its original. 
The closer it comes to this ideal, the more highly the image 
is valued, the more successful it is as an image. Yet it is 
impossible to have an absolutely identical reproduction. This 
would no longer be an image, but the original itself^ Thus 
the material, which conditions the form of the image, appears 
as a hindrance or imperfection; and since it, too, must be 
described whenever we describe the image, our description is 
necessarily inaccurate and uncertain. In the Timaeus this 
connection is already indicated (cf. above, p. 254, note i) by 
closely relating the word which expresses mere probability, 
in contrast to what is most certainly known, to the word which 
means image. 

The two thoughts that the whole visible world is an image 
of an invisible reality and that it is animate are related, in 
that both imply that we cannot fully understand the world by 
merely analysing it and indicating its material elements. They 
differ, however, as follows: The animate is self-sufficient; 
whereas the image is dependent on the activity of an artificer 
who affects it from without, and the attention of the think ing 

1 Timaeus, 52c. 



PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE 271 

observer will be turned away from the image and directed on 
the artificer. 

8. Incidentally we have already^ had noteworthy testimony 
that in the Academy there was great activity in botany. This 
is confirmed by other reports concerning classifications in the 
botanical and the zoological fields.^ 

The description in the Phaedrus of the span of horses hitched 
to the chariot of the soul has often been considered by horse- 
lovers as evidence of Plato’s careful observation of animals. 
This also becomes evident now and then from isolated com- 
ments such as the statement of the Phaedo (85a): “No bird 
sings when it is himgry or cold or in any way uncomfortable; 
not even the nightingale, nor the swallow, nor the hoopoe, of 
which it is said that because of grief they sing mournful songs; 
neither do the swans sing for grief.” Nor is the knowledge to 
be disdained which the Timaeus shows of the anatomy and 
physiology of the human body. Plato fully realizes the close 
relationship between man and animals; this is most clearly 
shown by the criticism which he directs against the usual 
classification of living things into the two sub-types of animal 
— ^man — which are set over against one another. For his part, 
he considers man to be the most highly developed form of the 
animal type; but all along the line from the bottom to the top 
he notices (according to Timaeusy 9id ff.) gradual transitions. 
A consequence of this conception is that Plato derives® valuable 
suggestions from the comparison of animals with men. — In the 
Laws we find the thought expressed that living things adapt 
themselves to the conditions of their environment. 

9. Peculiar to the Platonic philosophy of nature is the thought 
that EVERY MOTION IS INITIATED BY AN IMMATERIAL PRINCIPLE; 
and that this principle may be called the soul. We have, 
indeed, seen that two contiguous bodies which are not qualita- 

^ See p. 242. ® Cf. also Statesman, 265b ff. 

® See, e.g., Laws, 814b, 836c; cf. p. 350 f. 
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lively the same — i.e., which differ in their fundamental 
structure and in their motions — act upon each other and 
reciprocally produce motions in each other. We were also told 
that the creator, the orderer of the world, provided that these 
motions never cease. Mind was the originator of all motion; 
and the Sophist informs us that mind can only reside in a soul. 
Mythologically it is stated in the Timaeus that the ordering 
Deity (the demiurge) implanted a soul into the world when He 
made it. Besides, all organisms have their special souls as an 
indwelling principle of motion. Of course, it remains a mystery 
how these souls act; how they initiate bodily motion which, 
when once begun, is mechanically transmitted by impulse and 
impact. But let us be honest : The riddle which here confronts 
us has to this day been solved by no one. And not everyone who 
has spoken or written about this is as clear and tells us as 
clearly as Plato that his words have no scientific value. It is 
true that heterogeneous elements become entangled and 
involved in the Platonic concept of the soul, whicy is the 
principle of motion for the physical realm, and which is also 
endowed with characteristics which we call “psychical.” It is 
also true that serious defects of presentation arise, and that we 
cannot refrain from objecting that such passages as Timaeus, 
37a-c (47bc), tax our imderstanding with conceptions which 
we cannot grasp. These passages describe the motion of 
the whole or the motion of the stars in words which identify 
it with the perceptions and thoughts of the world soul. 
And in the Laws, 894a, thought itself in its “movement” 
seems^ to become concrete and to take on extension and form 
in space. 

10. Astronomy in particular was greatly advanced by Plato. 
From valuable details which we can gather, partly from scant 
references from his own writings and partly from later 
reporters, we know that Plato made noteworthy contributions 

' A similar position was already held by Thales. 

® Cf. also Timaeus, 71b. 
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to astronomy. We also know that Plato at first zealously studied 
the theories of his predecessors; that he then tried to make 
the most careful observation of the celestial phenomena and 
give an explanation of them; that he was constantly exchanging 
his thoughts with Pythagorean friends; that for many years 
he collaborated daily with such men as Eudoxus, Heraclides, 
and Helicon ; that to a ripe old age he was inquiring, stimulating, 
learning. But about all this I can only set down a few points 
in a brief summary. 

Until his old age, Plato assumed as an unquestionable fact 
that the spherical earth rested motionless in the centre of the 
universe. But the striking irregularities of the orbits of the 
sun and the moon in the heavens, and the irregular orbits of 
the planets through the sphere of the fixed stars, appeared to 
him to be incongruent with his firm belief that a rational 
spirit rules in the world. Convinced that all these irregularities 
must be grounded in our mistaken conceptions, he set the 
problem for his students and co-inquiring friends in the 
Academy to explain^ the origin of this deceptive appearance by 
geometrical constructions and calculations based on simple, 
uniform circular motions. And in co-operation with them, as 
he tells us in the Laws, and taught in his old age by others, he 
saw the untenability of his former cosmological views and 
radically changed them. He may also have been forced to draw 
this conclusion on the grovmd that he became more and more 
convinced of the proposition that no sensible object can 
remain in motionless, absolute rest.^ Therefore, this could not 
be assumed of the earth. Aristotle, who rejects the rotation of 
the earth on its axis, believes it to be a Platonic notion which 
he finds expressed in the Timaeus, from which, however, it 
cannot be proved. Theophrastus, the oldest Greek historian 
of astronomy, tells us that in his old age Plato rejected the 
notion that the earth occupies the centre of the universe. 
Two of Plato’s immediate disciples developed cosmological 

^ For more detail, see Platon, II, p. 368. 

* Compare p. 262, note 6. 
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systems; one of these, Heraclides, represented the visible 
motion of the fixed stars, and with them the corresponding 
movements of the planets as only apparent, and based them on 
the real motions of the earth. For the further movements of 
planets he discovered a double possibility of presentation by 
means of simple orbits, according to which either all the 
planets, or at least Mercury and Venus, were made satellites 
of the sun which moves about the earth; or the earth was taken 
out of the centre of the universe and was given, in addition to 
the rotation on its axis, an orbital movement about the sun, 
which was placed in the preferential position, the centre of the 
universe. A third disciple of Plato, the editor of his literary 
remains, with whom Plato must have stood in close contact in 
the last years of his life, also seems to hint at the doctrine that 
the motion of the earth was the true cause of the apparent 
movement of the heavens. 

Once these two suggestions about the motion of the earth, 
which was at first thought of as motionless, and the removal of 
the earth from the centre of the universe were grasped — there 
is no doubt that Plato himself considered them — and if, in 
addition, some of the planets, which were from antiquity 
regarded with the same reverence as the earth, were made 
satellites of the sun, then philosophical theory, whose task^ 
it is to exhaust all logical possibilities and to test them by 
ferreting out their ultimate consequences, must also attempt 
to show what conditions would exist if one were to assume that 
all planets moved about the sun, and, finally, whether one 
might not also consider the earth as a satellite of the sun. It is 
not necessary to assume that new observations of celestial 
phenomena would have to be made in order to propose a new 
theory. Conversely, the examination of the new theory could 
have given the impetus to more careful observation of individual 
phenomena and to new discoveries. 

In conclusion we may say that the astronomer Schiaparelli 
was not wrong in his judgment that Plato should be recognized 
* According to Parmenides, 136a ff.j cf. above p. 152. 
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as one of the boldest pioneers in this field, as one of the greatest 
forerunners of Copernicus.^ 

II. We can already see from the Phaedo how seriously Plato 
and his friends in the Academy were engaged with the problems 
of geognosy. Yet from the discussion of the theories as there 
given, we are imable to gather precisely the narrator’s own 
meaning. The only thing clear is that at that time Plato accepts 
the spherical earth suspended in the centre of the universe, 
and that he regards the countries and oceans known to the 
Greeks of his day as a small part of the earth’s surface. What 
Berger® reads into this text is also probable, viz., that Plato 
accepted the Pythagorean division of the surface of the earth 
by two circular oceans intersecting at right angles; the two 
oceans are Oceanus flowing from north to south, and an ocean 
in the equatorial region flowing from west to east; the surface 
of the earth is thus divided into four inhabited continents, 
separated by impassable boundaries. One of these continents 
is the ecumenical world surrounding the Mediterranean. 
Friedlander’s® suggestion is also probable, to wit, that the 
Phaedo reveals a youthful and audacious attempt to take the 
old Ionic conception, which divided the disk-shaped earth 
into land and water, and to transfer it to the globe. Mytho- 
logical features are, of course, so intimately interwoven with 
the rest of the description that an understanding of the whole 
is consequently made rather difficult. The Timaeus and the 
Critias give us a much clearer picture which, in parts, is also 
excellently executed in detail. Friedlander believes* that the 

^ Let us not overlook the fact that Copernicus himself was aware of 
the close relationship between his thoughts and those of the Hellenic 
astronomers. The dedicatory letter of his work De revolutionibus 
orbium coelestium addressed to Pope Paul III and various expositions 
in the work itself, which were suppressed by the first publishers 
and were not published until our day, testify to this. 

“ Geschichte der wissenschaftUchen Erdktmde der Griechen,^ ^ 9 ^ 3 ) 
p. 215. 

® Platon, I, 1928, p. 254. 


* Op. cit., p. 258. 
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“fundamental difference” between it and the older picture of 
the Phaedo “will be evident to everyone.” Here “the surface 
of the earth has become a unity, and is opened to further 
investigation and further discoveries.” We must, indeed, 
marvel at Plato’s description of the Attic landscape in which 
he shows himself as the keenest observer and judge of character- 
istic features.^ 

12. According to Plato, astronomy consists in applied mathe- 
matics (this is also true of acoustics, cf. p. 265). In this position 
inheres a one-sidedness which induced^ him to minimize 
scientific experimentation. In his estimate of mathematics, 
however, Plato shows himself as spiritually akin to the founders 
of modern science. 

The Philebus^ gives us a division of the concept of human 
knowledge into a technical half and a theoretical half. He tells 
us that it is only by counting, measuring, and weighing that 
the individual branches of the first half can attain certainty, 
and^ overcome the vagueness of sense impressions and the 
uncertainty of the crude handicrafts which rely solely on 
sense-impressions. Number, quantity, and weight can be 
mathematically dealt with. But philosophical mathematics 
differs from the mathematics applied to these things; it 
(theoretical mathematics) deals with pure numbers, which 
consist of equal units, with surfaces and bodies not given in 
experience and whose motion is given only in thought. Only 
this pure mathematical theory possesses complete accuracy, 
and involves no contradiction. 

The Republic contains a passage which presents this even 
more clearly. Here we are told that we must never strictly 

1 Critias, 111 f. With similar vividness he describes (ii4e if.) the 
capitol of the inhabitants of Atlantis situated in the midst of fertile 
country, with its magnificent harbours, its active commercial inter- 
course, and its shipping. No doubt this is in accordance with the 
observations which Plato made on his journeys, especially to Syracuse. 

* For further detail cf. Platon, II, 387-392. 

“ Philebus, 55d ff. * Thus I supplement from Republic, 522c ff. 
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follow the perceptible presentations of mathematical relations. 
As we can clearly see from geometry, such a presentation can 
only give hints, can only be used as a symbol. Not even the 
greatest artist, a second Daedalus, could give an accurate, 
concrete picture of the mathematical concept by making a 
model of it or by making drawings of it with a pencil. And 
if we think of him as having executed his representations with 
the most painstaking care, we shall find that “a person, who is 
at all acquainted with geometry, would upon seeing them 
consider them most exquisitely executed, but he would find 
it ridiculous to take them seriously with the hope that in them 
he could grasp the truth of the relation of things equally large 
or twice as large, or of any other definite proportion.” Let us 
attempt to present even more clearly this imaginary example 
conceived by Plato himself. The triangle constructed of wood 
or metal bars, or drawn on the blackboard, is to realize the 
concept of the triangle, and is itself, because of its material 
form, not merely different from the triangle of the mathema- 
tician, but even the figure which is marked out by the immaterial 
lines of these forms is different (i.e., it is something no longer 
perceptibly concrete, but something which has come into 
being through the combining activity of the mathematician, 
and lies between sensibility and pure form) — at least such is 
Plato’s conviction. He is of the opinion that it is impossible 
to embody a thought accurately in a material form; e.g. (I 
add this by way of explanation), so that three bars, which meet 
and form angles, extend in perfectly straight lines and meet in 
such a way that the sum of the angles is exactly equal to two 
right angles. 

Can we agree with this conviction? I consider it very 
important that we become clear on this point. Fundamentally, 
the dispute between Plato and his opponents concerns the 
same point as that about which Kant quarrelled with Hume, 
viz., the a priori of science in general, which is especially 
noticeable in mathematical propositions. I believe that it is 
not merely the Kantians who will side with Plato. The objec- 
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tions which Plato brings against pure empiricism are well 
grounded.^ When judged on principles, his attitude toward 
scientific research is scarcely different from that which, e.g., 
Newton took in his famous Philosophiae naturalis principia. 

I believe that tlie criticism brought against Plato by Aristotle, 
Zeller, and most of the modern interpreters is due to the fact 
that these scholars did not know enough about mathematics 
and physics to be able to follow his arguments, and that they 
did not give an adequate account of the actual status of all 
theories which describe the nature of the phenomenon, and 
which explain the individual event by “laws.” Incessantly and 
without profit they repeat that Plato was given to idealistic 
dreams, that in a superfluous manner he duplicates reality 
without contributing anytliing toward an explanation of its 
enigmatic nature, and that in addition to the world of sensation 
in which the individual events take place, events which are 
subject to error, he postulates and “hypostatizes” as real a 
faultless, pure Idea. At any rate, it remains true that the best 
instruments cannot make perceptible what is imperceptible 
in its nature, viz., the inner connectedness of the appearances 
and the law which is thought to be governing it, and that it 
is only our conception of it which can give organization and 
unity to the mass of empirically collected data, and which can 
give a basis for science. 

For scientists to-day, mathematics is without exception the 
most important equipment for the problem under investigation 
in their special field. And so far as Plato promoted mathe- 
matics, all will agree that he had an understanding of its 
peculiar endeavours. Very few individuals have advanced 

‘ I find that Natorp’s judgment about Plato’s arguments here discussed 
is in complete agreement with my own; he says, “experience is by 
no means rejected; it is merely inadequate, its head is lacking, as it 
were, if it does not issue in theory. And if it should not be directed 
toward this goal, then we should really have to guard against its losing 
itself in investigations which no longer have any scientific nor any 
sensible value. One cannot say that this is a useless warning. It is not 
that even to-day.” 
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mathematics as much as did Plato. I cannot go into details 
here. But whoever considers it will surely find the judgment 
of such experts as Usener and Cantor justified: that “Plato 
contributed infinitely more to mathematics than any one 
individual with every effort could ever have achieved,” that 
his lectures in the Academy “cannot be too highly valued for 
the history of mathematics,” and that beginning with a certain 
period “the Academy takes the leading rank in the history of 
Greek mathematics.”^ How greatly Plato valued the study of 
mathematics we know from the Republic, where he considers 
it as the best and even indispensable preparation for profitable 
philosophical studies. We also know that he devoted much time 
to the study of mathematics in the Academy. 

13. Something must also be said about teleology, which 
Plato so frequently applies in his interpretation of the process 
of nature (this is specially true in the Timaeus), and about the 
world soul. Let us parallel the mythological account there 
given of the formation of the cosmos with the Kantian- 
Laplacian theory of the formation of our solar system. The 
most striking difference between it and the exposition of the 
Timaeus lies in the fact that according to the Kantian-Laplacian 
theory everything happens in accordance with mechanical 
causation. In certain respects, this explanation goes much 
farther than the one given in the Timaeus. On the other hand, 
however, it leaves certain questions imanswered for which a 
solution was sought in the Timaeus. From the co-operation of 
the power of attraction and that of repulsion, which the ejected 
mass received when it was torn from the periphery of the 
central body in the direction of the tangent, the elliptical 
orbit, which it henceforth describes around the central body, 
becomes intelligible; and on the basis of the relation of its 
own mass to its velocity the diameter of the orbit becomes 

' Usener in the Preuss. Jahrb. LIII (1884), cf. Platon, Bd. I, p. 189; 
Cantor, Vorlesungen iiber Geschichte der Mathematik, I®, pp. 215 
and 213. 
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intelligible. But why have our Earth, Mars, Venus, Jupiter, 
etc., just the masses that they actually do have? Why were not 
larger or smaller masses than these torn away by the centri- 
fugal force? Why was the swiftness of rotation of the central 
body exactly that which we can calculate from the observed 
facts and not some other? As soon as one attempts to answer 
these questions, one will find that the assumed condition at the 
be ginnin g of things, with which the story of Becoming begins, 
is no real, original condition. At this point Kant accepts the 
given as the actual.^ Plato, who did not yet possess the means 
of calculating the mass, the distance, and the courses of the 
stars, seeks to make his thought fruitful by saying that a 
spiritual power ordered the world. Setting out from this 
thought, he ventures a construction^ and unfolds his scheme 
of the structure of the universe according to intelligent relations 
with simple numbers ordered in harmonious proportion. 

We shall have to prefer the Kantian construction to the 
Platonic. But the reasons for this preference are very likely to be 
sought only in the fact that Kant had access to more data which 
he could workover and systematize; whereas, as has gradually 
been discovered, the audacious construction of Plato was not 
in agreement with the results of progressive investigation. 

Aside from the question as to the ultimate reason for the 
division of matter in the cosmos, given in our experience, the 
Kantian construction of the heavens leaves another question 
completely out of its picture; namely, the question about the 
origin of living things and of man. As we have seen, from the 
very beginning Plato put to himself the task of explaining the 
cosmos in such a way that this question received the greatest 
emphasis. If he wished to make the non-mechanical intelligible 
by deducing that which does not consist in spatial relations, or 
that which does not come to be through changes in space from 
what was previously given, he could not avoid associating a 

* The same is true of other modern philosophers of nature. 

^ This is similar to his attempts in physics to reduce the elementary 
diiference of matter to simple stereometric, basic forms. 
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spiritual power with the stuff from the very beginning, nor 
could he avoid positing this power as forming the stuff. 

The consequence of this was the teleological explanation. 
Plato, however, is clearly conscious of the great difficulties 
which stand in the way of its universal application. Whether 
the rejection of teleology is advantageous to scientific investiga- 
tion, or whether the spiritual can be clearly and intelligently 
described, let alone conceived, without teleology are questions 
which I do not care to discuss now. Freely translated the 
concluding paragraph of the Titnaeus reads: “We have shown 
how this world came into Being. It is singular, and came into 
Being of its own accord. It is perfect in its nature and in its 
appearance; it is visible and embraces all fullness of the visible; 
it is a living organism in which all other mortal and immortal 
organisms^ have their Being; it is the visible image of God 
whom we can conceive in thought alone.” From this it follows 
that the invisible and immaterial in this world, that is to say, 
the “soul” which the demiurge is supposed to have given to 
the world as the purposive power working from within, is not 
different from what in the Philebus, 3od (which by the way 
has many parallel passages), at one time is called the “soul of 
Zeus.” It also follows that we are to understand nothing else 
by this but the forming deity itself, or the essence of the 
organizing powers working in the cosmos. From this again 
may be concluded that the whole account of how the creative 
spirit formed this world from chaos is not to be taken literally, 
that it is only a myth. Creation is not to be thought of as a 
single event starting from a definite point; it takes place without 
begiiming. From eternity, God is the all-embracing, all-sustain- 
ing, all-quickening spirit; and the world lives God’s own life 

14. It is not easy to give a clear description of Plato’s views 
on PSYCHOLOGY. One reason is that he so often speaks of the 
nature of the soul in pictures and myths, whose essence is not 

^ This refers to the stars. I call attention to Th. Fechner who also 
looked upon the stars as “a higher type of animated beings.” 
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easily detected. At times he also speaks of the soul and its 
relation to the body in terms of Orphic and Pythagorean 
theories, without clearly indicating to what extent he himself 
regards them as true. In the Republic (cf. p. 73), Plato distin- 
guishes three parts of the soul: the rational (calculating),^ the 
courageous or spirited,^ and the appetitive® part. In the 
Timaeus he assigns these to different parts of the body : to the 
head, the heart, the liver. Yet even in this division, we are not 
clear to what extent they may be taken literally, since elsewhere 
Plato decidedly emphasizes the simplicity of the soul. All 
attempts have failed to find in Plato a gradual clearing up and 
a development of the concept of the soul, and to make use of 
the different statements for the chronology of the dialogues. 
We need not be surprised at this; for they have tried to consider 
the mythological explanations as of equal value with other 
statements. — It cannot be maintained with certainty that 
Plato was convinced of the immortality of the soul as that is 
taught in the myths of the Gorgias, the Phaedo, and the 
Republic. Schleiermacher clearly recognized that the scientific 
proofs which the Phaedo wishes to advance do not aim (cf. 
pp. 94 f., 120) at establishing the continuance of the individual, 
personal characteristics of the soul after it has been separated 
from the body which retains the appetitive and the courageous 
and spirited parts of the soul. 

Men have debated and written much about these matters, 
and I believe that it would be of little profit if I were to review 
the pros and cons of the arguments. The real meaning which 
concerns the contested points is not at all in the realm of 
psychology, but in that of ethics and theology. And it will 
probably be well to consider them more carefully in connection 
with the ethical and theological expositions. 

15. However, many of the statements with which we were 
concerned in our discussion of the Theaetetus and the Sophist 
are of psychological value. We found there an almost flawless 

1 XoyiaxiK6v. * Ov/toeiSig. * iTTiBv/urfTiKdv. 
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exposition of the origin of human knowledge. Above all such 
questions as: What gives rise to sense-perceptions? How do 
they take place? How do we form the judgments which are 
based on sense stimuU? To what extent are they true? What 
gives rise to error? are not merely raised, but by clear-sighted 
exposition they are clarified to such an extent that the descrip- 
tion has been largely reduced to definitive explanations, some 
of which at least may, according to Plato’s meaning, most 
certainly be taken as final. In this connection, I am thinking 
of the following statements: “I conceive the matter as follows: 
When the soul reflects, it does nothing else but converse^ with 
itself, in that it puts questions to itself and answers them with 
yes and no. But when either gradually or suddenly it has 
arrived at a decision and unhesitatingly maintains the same 
predication, it has what is called opinion. Therefore I call 
opining speaking and opinion I call an expressed proposition; 
only a person does not express this proposition aloud to others, 
but silently and to himself.”^ As antithesis, we have the defini- 
tion of the concept of the word or of speech, whose peculiarity 
consists in the fact that he who passes a judgment “expresses 
his thoughts by the voice ... in that he gives form to his 
opinion in the stream which flows from his lips, as in a mirror 
or in water.”^ Previously, it was said that the word “opining” 
(“conjecturing”) characterizes the condition in which “the 
soul in and by itself is engaged with true Being” in contrast 
to perception, in which an external stimulus by means of sense 
organs incites the soul to activity.^ Furthermore, the following 
propositions belong here: It became apparent “that false 
opinion consists neither in the relation of perceptions to one 
another, nor in the relation of the conceptions to one another, 
but in the imion of perception with the conception of the 
mind.”^ False opinion is “a false application of the conception 
to perception.”® 

1 diaXeyeoOai. ^ Theaetetus^ 1896 ff, 

® Theaetetusy 2o6d. ^ Theaetetus, 187a. ® Theaetetusy 195. 

® Theaetetusy 196c: diavoiag rrpdg aiaOrjaiv TrapaXXayr), This would, in- 
deed, as is shown later, confine definition within too narrow boundaries. 
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In the Sophist certain of these conclusions of the Theaetetus 
are once more renewed in the following statements: “Are not 
thought and speech the same, except that the conversation 
which the soul carries on with itself and which takes place 
within the soul and without uttering soimds is called thought? 
. . . Whereas the stream which flows from thought and passes 
through the lips, accompanied by sounds is called speech.” 
By speech (propositions), we are told, affirmation and negation 
take place. So far as these are produced by the soul in silent 
thought, they are to be considered as opinion (conjecture, 
judgment). Or “When opinion gets into a certain condition 
not of itself alone, but through a sense-perception, can one 
call this condition anything but appearance?”^ “And since 
speech (the proposition) can be true or false, and since thought 
appears to be the conversation of the soul with itself, and since 
opinion is the result of thought, and since what we call appear- 
ance consists in a union of perception and opinion, it necessarily 
follows that with reference to these things which are akin to 
language, error must in part and in certain cases arise.”^ 

In the Phaedo, apropos the question about the origin of 
recollections, certain laws of the combination of thoughts 
(later called association of ideas) are ascertained. The similarity 
of content between two ideas or the circumstance that two 
objects are joined through formal relations, e.g., contiguity in 
space, or that at one time they appeared to us as related, is 
considered the cause why the presence of one of the two ideas 
in our consciousness recalls to consciousness the other idea. — 
The Symposium makes the following excellent observations: 
“Just as the constituent parts of the living body are constantiy 
being changed and renewed, so it is with the content of our 
knowledge. Not only does one part disappear w hil e another 
part is being formed, but even every individual content changes. 
What we call recollection testifies to the fact that a content 
may be lost. Forgetting means the disappearance of something 
known; but reflection again gives us a new knowledge and so 
^ ^ avTaaia . ^ Sophist ^ 263e ff. 
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preserves in memory the content of knowledge, so that the 
content of knowledge appears to remain the same.”^ After 
Plato has illustrated in the Theaetetus with the wax and the 
bird-cage the process of forgetting as well as that of recollec- 
tion, he once more returns to this matter in the Philebus, and 
shows^ that if we wish to understand what memory is, we 
must, first of all, clearly understand what sense-perception is. 
“Let us assume,” he says, “that some of the bodily excitations 
are extinguished before they reach the soul and so leave it 
unaffected, whereas the others pass through both soul and 
body and excite a shock in each individually, and in both 
together.” Of the first type we may say that they remain 
unknown to the soul; of the other type that they do not remain 
unknown. But this remaining unknown is to be differentiated 
from being forgotten. “For to forget means to lose from 
memory. According to the described process, however, nothing 
has yet been recorded in memory.” Therefore, whenever the 
soul remains unaffected by the bodily shocks, it is more correct 
to speak of having no sensation,® and not of forgetting.* 
“Whereas when soul and body experience the same excitation, 
and when both are moved together, one might very properly 
call this motion sense-perception.” Memory may then be 
regarded as the preservation of sense-perception. From memory, 
as a general capacity, we distinguish recollection. It takes 
place “when the soul, all by itself or without the aid of the body, 
now recalls as best it can an affection which it previously 
experienced in conjimction with the body.” The same is true 
“when the soul all by itself recalls a perception or a thought 
which was lost to memory.” 

16. The Philebus advances all these considerations in order 
to arrive at similar distinctions with reference to the sense 

^ Symposium, 208a (see p. 263). Cf. alsoLaw^, 732b: “Where there is 
outflow, there must be influx j and recollection is influx of insight which 
was about to be lost.” * Philebus, 33dJfF. 

* dvauxOrjala. * AijO}]. 
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stimxilij as the Theaetetus had arrived at in the case of sense- 
perception. After several occasional attempts in earlier dialogues 
and after detailed investigations in the Republic, Plato gives 
us the concluding exposition on this point with a similar 
thoroughness as in the Sophist and the Theaetetus when he 
summarizes and deepens scattered comments of earlier dia- 
logues about the origin of perception and the opinions expressed 
about it. 

It is impossible, he tells us, to understand pleasure if we 
consider it in and by itself, and if we do not at the same time 
consider its opposite, pain. All living things experience these 
two conflicting sensations. Pain arises from the disturbance of 
the natural harmony (i.e., the correct relation of the parts to 
one another) and the healthy conditions ; pleasure is consequent 
upon the restoration of this natural condition.^ The well-known 
experience of everyone with hunger and the satisfying of 
hunger, with thirst and the quenching of it, with intense 
heat and cooling off, with cold and warming up, makes clear 
what has been said. If no desire is bound up with them, they 
are disturbances of a purely physical type. On the other hand, 
each desire (e.g., for food or drink), as a striving directed 
toward the attainment of a goal, originates in the soul and is 
based on the fact that the previously experienced conditions 
of want or of emptiness, which were felt as painful, as well as 
the sensation of the pleasant replenishing of emptiness, were 
not altogether lost to memory, and that as soon as the emptiness 
of the body again arises, or if memory recalls an experienced 
emptiness, immediately the thought of replenishing occurs, and 
with it a desire for it. Thus the physical and mental are mixed 
in the so-called physical desires (e.g., the desire for food and 
drink), since they are caused by recollection and comparison. 
And then there are purely mental pleasures and pain; these 
arise when the soul is affected by mere conceptions or thoughts. 

^ The Republic says : Through the satisfaction of a natural need 
(rtXrjpovaQm tcov TrpoatjKovrorv, 585d) or through the replenishing 
of oxu: empty state (Kivcoaig-TiXrjpfoatg). 
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The three groups into which the sensations are here divided 
may be described as psychic levels. Fundamentally they are 
the same as those which the Theaetetus differentiated in its 
investigation concerning the origin of knowledge. The charac- 
teristic of the intermediate level is the activity of memory 
which alone makes comparison and preservation beyond the 
fleeting moment possible. Since consciousness, at any rate, 
is described by having the different experiences united into 
a psychic unity, and since it cannot be conceived without 
comparison and synthesis of acts separated in time, the first 
level must be void of consciousness. One may, therefore, 
doubt whether one may recognize it as psychic at all, whether 
it does not have its complete reality in mere bodily movements 
or changes, in processes which can only be described as 
physiological. One could, of course, object that this first level 
cannot exist at all, that a perception which remains unconscious 
is not a perception at all, but merely the physiological condition 
for a perception. A pain which remains unconscious, or a 
pleasure which remains unconscious, is not experienced as 
such, and is therefore neither pain nor pleasure. This is the 
very thing advocated by Plato. We have just seen how he 
describes perception in the Philebus} Here he states that 
pleasure which is not clarified by any thought and which is not 
even bound up with recollection cannot be a good, since even 
awareness of its momentary presence is lacking. In the 
Theaetetus he says of sense-perception that in it an independent 
activity of the soul which is opposed to an external stimulus 
must be ascertained this independent activity makes percep- 
tion possible. Accordingly, it is only by abstraction that the 

^ SSd, 34a: As an affection or motion arising from the body in which 
it originated and continuing till it reaches the soul; in being thus 
affected the soul is closely bound up with the body. 

2 As the Theaetetus ) 185b ff., says that the activity of the soul, which 
passes judgment on the stimuli, has no special organ, so the Timaeusy 
64a ff., affirms that the pleasant and unpleasant are appearances 
which accompany sense-perception but are not bound to a special 
organ. 
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momentary stimulus of the affections which do not “reach the 
soul” are isolated as something original, as a cause.^ 

Even modern psychology has found it necessary to distin- 
guish between psychic levels. That these psychic levels have 
a necessary physical basis was as certain for Plato as it is for 
modern thinkers. The Timaeus, above all, testifies to this. Of 
course, Plato’s attempts to show the physical basis in detail 
failed, and had to fail, because the anatomical and physiological 
knowledge of his day was inadequate. 

17. Just as the sensations of different levels mix, so the sensa- 
tions of the same level can mix and a mixture may either 
contain only like elements, i.e., only pleasure or only pain, 
or it may contain unlike elements. Contradictory elements 
of the emotional experience are apparent in the satisfaction 
of every desire. For example, the pleasure of eating is based 
on the fact that hunger is painfully felt, and the unsatisfied 
desire for food introduces into the unpleasant feeling of 
htmger a pleasant element when a person imagines that his 
hunger has been satisfied. At times, however, it is difficult 
to separate the mixed sensations into their respective elements. 
This, e.g., seems to be the case with anger, which consists of 
a mixture of exclusively psychic sensations. One should like 
to classify it with the painful affections and yet it includes, as 
Homer has pointed out, a strong sensation of pleasure. The 
mixture of the opposite mental sensations becomes imme- 
diately clear in longing and melancholy, or in the emotional 
state which we experience when witnessing a tragedy, viz., 
a state of Being “in which, amidst tears, we rejoice.” It is 
less apparent in love, jealousy, envy, malice. That pain and 
pleasure are remarkably joined in love is expressed in the 

^ Very likely this is Plato’s meaning with reference to men and the 
more highly organized animals. Lower animals, such as snails and 
oysters, at any rate, he believes to be completely given over to the 
stimulus of the moment, and they remain, therefore, in a state of 
psychic twilight. Cf. PhilebuSi 210; Timaeus^ 92b {Phaedrus^ 250c). 
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Phaedrus myth and also in the derivation of the demon Eros 
from the union of Penia (poverty) and Poros (plenty).^ 

Plato ingeniously discovered that the comic always contains 
an incongruity. In him who becomes aware of this contradic- 
tion, it evokes contradictory sensations which become mixed. 
Comedy takes advantage of this. The contradictory material 
used in comedies consists in the fact that an apparent, imperi- 
ously threatening power arises. At first we are frightened and 
fear for ourselves or for others, but at the same moment we 
recognize that the power is not in a position to execute its 
threat and so we rejoice over its imminent, miserable collapse. 
Or we admire or perhaps envy, as many who are blinded by 
appearances do, the man who boasts and who is puffed up 
because of imagined advantages; but immediately we discover 
the vanity and hollowness of that of which he boasts. In both 
cases the tension is released in the freeing pleasure of laughter.^ 
The natural desires^ are a healthy and productive source 
OF PLEASURE for every living being. The strongest of these 
are the innate desire for food and the sex desire, which, to be 
sure, awakens late but then makes itself felt with special 
vehemence. Most individuals consider the satisfaction of this 
desire to be the greatest pleasure. It is true of all desires 
“that when they are properly guided, virtue arises, but when 
wrongly guided its opposite comes into Being.’’ 

A living being does not experience pleasure or pain (or both 
together) at every moment. If the theory is right, a condition 
in which neither disturbance nor the restoration of the natural 
condition is observable must be entirely void of sensation 
and must be characterized as an indifferent mood.^ At any 

^ Phaedrus y 246a ff.; Symposiuniy 203 b. 

2 Compare my Neue Untersuchungeriy p. 148 ff. 

® Republicy 519a, 605b, 6o6bd; Timaeusy 89e; Lawsy 7940 ff., 797e f., 
8o2cd. Cf. the Aristotelian definition: ridov'q = ivepyeia rfjg Kara i^vaiv 
e^ecog dve/LiTTodiarog. 

* The following exposition had to be introduced in Chapter I . pp . 7 1 ff ., 
where it was a question of how justice and injustice are related to 
eudemonism. 


T 
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ratCj not all bodily processes arouse an accompanying state 
of consciousness. For example, we are unaware^ of the slow 
changes which gradually take place in growth. It is, of course, 
frequently denied that there are states which are void of 
sensation; and the knowledge of these states is made more 
difficult by the fact that other states closely contiguous in time, 
which reveal themselves as sensations of pleasure or of pain, 
shade off into them. If pleasure disappears, then its mere 
absence will appear as impleasant; if pain ceases, the absence 
3f pain will be taken for pleasure. This, however, merely 
shows the power of a law of contrast, which is also observable 
in sense-perception, when we see, e.g., grey next to black as 
white.* Just as this grey is nevertheless truly grey or just as 
he half-way point of a mountain, which a climber as a con- 
sequence of his position and the limitation of his vision takes 
'or the summit, is different from the srnnmit, so one may not 
dentify the absence of pain with positive pleasure. 

G)ntrary effects and mixtures make it very difficult to evalu- 
rte acairately the emotional values experienced within definite 
jeriods of time. A third source of deception is due to the fact 
hat recollection is subject to error. Plato remarks that, while 
udging the intensity of once experienced sensations, temporal 
iistance entails even greater mistakes than does spatial distance 
vhen we pass judgments about the size of objects seen. In 
general this shows that, with reference to a sensation of a 
contradictory nature given at any moment, memory seems 
:o enhance pleasure, whereas pains seem to become gradually 
veaker. For this reason it will not be easy to practise the art of 
nensuration which, as we recall, was clearly demanded by the 
°rotagoras, and which was to determine the absolute good 
)y determining the excess of the useful over the harmful 
)r of pleasure over pain. And yet, even after these observations, 
he art of measuring again appears urgently necessary. Its first 
ask would consist in carrying through a rigid distinction 
5ETWEEN TRUE AND FALSE SENSATION. As this distinction is not 
Cf. Al. Hofler, P^chologie, p. 397. 


* Republic, 585a. 
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commonly made, it is to be expected that objections will be 
raised. But Plato places great value on this terminology and 
tries to justify it by detailed expositions. He thinks that that 
sensation is to be distinguished as false which arises from an 
incorrect conception about actual relations, or which arises 
through false hopes and fears about the future. Similarly, a 
sensation of pleasure or of pain will be false inasmuch as error 
in recollection or the power to produce contrasts forms its 
basis. 

True sensations are at the same time pure, i.e., they are not 
mixed with affections of opposite value nor are they accom- 
panied by causal connections. Impure sensations contain as 
much error as a sensation of opposite value imcovers in them, 
whether this sensation is mixed with them, precedes or follows 
them. The most violent disturbances, which make themselves 
especially noticeable by their vehemence and which alone are 
recognized by the multitude, are impure and are false in their 
more significant meaning. Just as mistakes in our judgment 
(about anticipated or past joys or pains) confuse and falsify 
our sensations, so the “untrue” violent sensations in their 
turn falsify our perceptions and our judgments. The Timaetts 
expresses this as follows:^ “Excessive pleasiures and pains are 
to be regarded as the greatest disease of the soul. For a man 
who is excessively excited by joy or who experiences the oppo- 
site from pain while he seeks to pursue the former and to flee 
from the latter when it is not convenient, is unable to see or to 
hear anything correctly; but he is mad and is incapable of all 
rational conviction.”^ Further on we are told that love produces 
this condition. 

Pure pleasures of a physical and sensuous nature are, e.g., 
those which are produced by perception of beautiful colours 
and lines, regular geometrical figures and stereometric bodies, 

* Titnaeus, 86b; cf. also Philebus, 63d f.; Laws, 863b. 

* For that reason the Laws, 732c, requires that man retain his good 
deportment (the evaxrjuoavvtj)-, he is not to permit an excess of joy 
nor of pain (irepcxdpeia, Trepicodvyla), 
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and by pleasing odours and tones. They are of a softer and 
quieter nature and they stimulate and vivify without causing a 
feeling of want or pain either before or afterwards. In the 
spiritual realm they have their counterpart in joy known only 
to a few individuals; this joy is accompanied by the successful 
activity of the urge for knowledge. (In this the content of 
thought is to be ignored, the attainment and the retention of 
which can be of practical value; just as in pleasure, which is 
based on the activity of the sense organs, every meaningful 
thought-stimulating content of sense-perception must not be 
:onsidered.) He who has realized this will seek to avoid the 
/iolent sensations and will prefer the less violent ones. The 
atter, at any rate, bring us closer to the highest goal of all 
striving, viz., happiness.^ It can readily be seen that the enjoy- 
nent of the joys of knowledge and of moral satisfaction can 
)nly be harmonized with the quiet sensations, never with the 
dolent or the impetuous ones. 

[8. The question about what really constitutes happiness 
ind how the greatest sum of pleasure attainable by man can 
some about is answered by the Philebus, with due appreciation 
>f the natural conditions, as follows : The question is always one 
»f a mixture of pleasure and knowledge, a mixture which 
fom the beginning would have to include the pure types of 
)oth.^ An enhancement of the value gained thereby is yet to 
)e produced by a mixture of all possible further knowledge, 
"or also the impure pleasures which are perturbed by referring 
hem to concrete, always inadequate conditions, show them- 
elves to be compatible with the pure ones, and all mutually 
upplement each other in a imity in which we miss every 
bsent part. In addition to the pure pleasures, the necessary 
nes must also be included in the mixture. On the other hand, 
he impure types must necessarily be kept at a distance. In 
he proposition of the Gorgias that the good can only be 
iroduced through order, we can already see a hint of the thought 
* evdcufiovla. * Philebus, 6ie. 
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that it is a certain constitution of the soul which constitutes 
happiness. The Republic found an even more definite answer 
in that the strivings or the desires of the heart must be brought 
into correct relationships, and that this is accomplished by 
subordinating sensibility to the rule of reason. This subor- 
dination, we are told, is of the greatest consequence for the 
lower parts of the soul. For even sensuous pleasures are in 
their totality enhanced thereby, because reason, as the guide 
of the soul, will permit us to seek only such pleasures from which 
contradictory values need not be deducted. For the same reason 
ambition will attain greater satisfaction. This result appears 
exceedingly favourable, even without taking into consideration 
the peculiar pleasures which spring from the inner harmony of 
the various parts of the soul and which are experienced more 
and more by those who did not know them nor seek them. It 
is a peculiarity of every tendency (Anlage) that it must first 
be developed and that every activity strengthens it. But since 
the exercise of a tendency or impulse also brings^ pleasure 
— and the stronger the impulse the greater the pleasure — 
every opportunity for pleasure at the same time also means a 
gradual enhancement of the pleasure which results from this 
activity. And again, the more the pleasure is enhanced, the 
stronger the motive becomes for the repetition of the pleasure- 
giving activity. The Republic also introduces the distinction 
between pure and impure or true and false sensations, and in 
comparing the various pleasures, it makes the value-judgment 
that the spiritual pleasures are greater and richer than the 
pleasures of the senses. The unique basis for the evaluation 
of the typical pleasures (p. 77 f.) for the three main types of 
human beings, important as it is, need not be repeated at this 
point. 

I can merely indicate the many psychological observations 
which are scattered through all of Plato’s writings. Because of 
their great perspicuity and freedom, we need not hesitate to 
compare them with the best passages of modern psychological 
^ See above, p. 288. 
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treatises. The most important of these are:^ Characteristics 
distinguishing human beings from animals, women from men, 
youth from old age, conflicting temperaments of individuals 
and entire races; consideration of the dependence of the 
psychic nature of an individual on external conditions essential 
to human well-being (this includes the condition of the parents 
at the time of conception and procreation); the significance of 
50od and bad habits (also in play), good and bad examples; 
description and evaluation of semi-conscious states ; dreams and 
premonitions, intoxication, poetic inspiration, amorousness. 

[9. Without doubt, what Plato says about love and the god 
ivho produces it belongs to the profoundest statements ever 
aiade on that subject. Since the common talk about “Platonic 
love” is so stupid and superficial, to the chagrin of all Plato 
scholars, I wish to go into detail again and to supplement what 
«^as said above (p. 66 f.). 

The nature of sensuous love^ is the impulse to break through 
die narrow boimds of the personal, physical existence and to 
produce results which are not confined within the temporal 
imits of individual existence, but are as much as possible 
joundless and infinite. The same impulse is present in the 
spiritual realm. Thus there is also a spiritual creation which 
lerpetuates personal peculiarities through the transmission 
)f precious thoughts and through the creation of morally 
significant constitutions. 

“Those who are capable of procreation in the body betake 
hemselves more to women” whose beautiful form attracts 
hem,® “and they seek to satisfy their love through them. They 
jelieve that by begetting children they will preserve their 
nemory and win immortality and happiness for all time to 
:ome.” Whereas those who are capable of spiritual creation are 

For greater detail on the following questions see Platon, II, 452-469. 

' Plato proclaims this love in the Symposium through the wise woman 
rom Mantineia. 

' For “beauty is the condition and at the same time the divine patron 
)f generation and birth” (209a). 
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‘‘pregnant in spirit” and seek contact and fellowship with 
beautiful souls, so as to produce wisdom and other virtues 
in them and in company with them. This type of fellowship 
is closer and firmer than that which is based on physical off- 
spring. The fame which springs from these creations, i.e., from 
poetic creations or from the establishment of order in the state, 
is much greater and much more permanent than that which 
physical offspring can assure an individual. With this, philo- 
sophical enthusiasm is also referred to Eros and it can be 
subsumed under the same name which we use to designate 
sensuous love, i.e., the impulse which, it is said, infatuates 
human beings most, takes them away from spiritual creations, 
and makes them slaves of the senses. 

We must supplement these thoughts of the Symposium 
from the Phaedrus. In the second speech of Socrates in this 
dialogue, love is classified as madness, not corruptible madness, 
but a kind of madness which is produced by God and which 
brings happiness. This madness is placed beside the inspiration 
of the poet and the divinely enlightened seer and expiatory 
priest. He who approaches poetry without experiencing the 
madness of the muses remains a bungler, although he may 
imagine that his skill will be sufficient to make him a poet: 
just as his rational art will be completely overshadowed by the 
art inspired by madness, so love, which is based on reason, 
is poor and worthless. It does not even deserve the name love. 
For true love is something demonic which overpowers a man. 
This ecstasy takes him out of his narrow personal realm of 
feeling and willing and drives him to sacrifice himself for 
others, and to the procreative transmission of his own being 
in the service of the species. This ecstasy brings greater 
happiness than any other purely rational activity could give 
him. 

It was stated in the Symposium that love was awakened by 
beauty alone (at first physical beauty and then spiritual beauty). 
The Phaedrus^ in which the whole doctrine about Eros is woven 
into a myth about the chariot, in which the human soul wings 
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its way through narrow passages to the heavens (cf. p. 109 f.)j 
gives mythical reasons for this fact. The Idea of beauty, of 
which all beautiful things are images, has the advantage over 
the other Ideas in whose company it dwells in a holy place, 
in that it can impart as much of its own glory to the image 
as is necessary to arouse most easily in the beholder of the 
images the recollection of that ideal world which his soul once 
saw in its pre-earthly existence. Naturally, those whose souls 
during that journey about the vault of heaven were able to 
look at the ideal forms for only a few brief moments are pre- 
dominandy attracted by earthly beauty. On the other hand, 
he “whose power of recollection is strong enough is seized 
by incomprehensible awe when he catches sight of an image 
of the things above” and “by this sight he is put in the mood 
of reverence”; “yet because he does not clearly recognize 
it, he does not know what is happening to him.” From the 
more detailed description I select the following: “When he 
sees a godlike face or a physical form which excellendy repro- 
duces beauty absolute, at first an icy chill runs through him, 
then the after-pains of the former dreadful anxiety steal over 
him. Then he reverences him whom he sees like a god. And 
as he looks upon him, he is again seized by this shudder and 
then by unusual heat and perspiration. The effluences of beauty, 
which he perceived with his eyes, have inspired him. Like rain 
it falls upon the sprouting feathers” of his soul, whose lost 
wings now begin to revive. “There are heaving and struggling 
in the soul and the sprouting out of feathers brings the soul 
into distress. But as long as it beholds the beauty of the beloved 
and receives from the beloved the effluences which moisten 
and warm it, its pain will cease and it will be filled with joy . . . ; 
but when the soul is alone and withers, then the orifices of the 
passages through which the feathers push will dry and close 
up and impede the growing power of the feathers. This motive 
power, pulsating like the arteries, pushes against each of the 
clogged passages, so that the soul feels pangs in its whole 
Being and is thrown into excitement and pain. At the same 
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time, however, it is full of joy in that it clings to the recollec- 
tion of the beautiful. . . 

“From the rank of the beautiful ones, every one chooses the 
object of his love in accordance with his character. He looks 
upon him as a god, fashions and adorns him like a sacred 
image, so as to worship him and to rave about him. Indeed, 
if he did not fear the semblance of the worst kind of mad- 
ness, he would bring sacrifices to his beloved as he would 
to a sacred image and to a god.” Each one during his journey 
about the heavens (one following the chariot of Zeus, another 
following that of this or that god) saw and chose the ideal proto- 
type which each one now tries to apply as much as possible 
to his beloved, with the consequence that he takes the ideal 
much more seriously than ever before. Therefore, the follower 
of Ares, “in case he believes that he has been wronged by his 
beloved, is ready to kill himself and the beloved.” The follower 
of Zeus “has found and learned to love another who is by 
nature endowed to be a philosopher and a niler and he will 
do everything possible that he become a philosopher and a 
ruler.” “Also the followers of any of the other gods, while 
following their god, seek a love with a corresponding nature; 
and when they have found him, they will, by imitating the 
divine pattern, by persuasion, and by formative education, to 
the best of their ability, lead the beloved to a similar way of 
life and a similar constitution of the soul . . . urgently striving 
to lead him to complete equahty with themselves and the god 
whom they honour.”^ This would be the goal. And “Platonic 
love” is to be imderstood in terms of this goal. The only 
correct feature of the current and confused conception of it 
is the fact that the sensuous plays a subordinate role in Platonic 
love. However, it nevertheless has an introductory and pre- 
paratory significance. 

Certain perverted individuals have rummaged around so 

‘ He who cares to may read more at length in Chapter 31 of the 
Pliacdrus — ^preferably my translation {Philos. Bibl. Bd. 152), pp. 63- 
74 - 
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long in Plato’s description that they have twisted those passages 
which plainly speak of the sensuous activity of love as well as 
of its aberrations, so that they seem to offer embellishment 
for their own shamelessness. I cannot better refute^ these men 
than with the words of Joh. Plenge:^ “Certainly the fellow- 
ship of men on which the state and culture are based 
somehow rests on inclination, attraction, and the desire for 
union, and releases in its members spiritually creative powers 
which produce all their customs and which enrich their lives. 
But it is the misunderstanding of a naturally lewd individual 
to confuse this Eros with the active satisfaction of homosexual 
desire.” And: “Because Plato is no preacher of morality, but 
a fertile spiritual poet to whom nothing human is foreign, 
he pursues the magic path to ultimate knowledge through all 
possibilities which he can see, in order to ennoble or to under- 
stand a custom which existed at that time. For what he ex- 
periences in himself as a spiritual impulse to create, i.e., the 
desire to fill the minds of youth with profound and mighty 
thoughts, is something which makes him seek the love and 
friendship of his disciples with unquenchable longing.” 

Similarly I make use of that beautiful statement recently 
made by H. Kutter:® “Metaphor after metaphor. ... He 
has achieved the highest: He has pictured Eros! To save this 
picture from the entanglements of a disgraceful custom — 
the love for boys — and to present it again in its original purity, 
to rediscover the divine spark in the darkest night of sensuality, 
‘conscious of the right path,’ and to paint it unforgettably 
before the eyes of a debauched generation that vice is a falling 
away from and a perversion of an original, eternal love, this, 
and this alone, was worth a life.” 

A few questions still arise about the description of the 
Phaedrus. The main purpose which Plato pursues in this 
dialogue is, no doubt (cf. p. 134), the refutation of the claims 
of rhetoric. It is clearly pointed out to the reader that rhetoric 

* On this whole question, cf. also Platon, I, 166-171. 

* Anti-Bluher, 1920, pp. 9 and 7. * Platon und Wir, p. 298. 
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lacks sincerity and depth of understanding. These could be 
supplied by the rigid science, philosophy, if rhetoric subor- 
dinated itself to it and through it became based on psychology. 
So far so good! But how does Socrates’ second speech, which 
praises the irrational in human nature, agree with this? — I 
see a supplement in it, viz., scientific reasonableness alone is 
inadequate for rhetoric. The speaker who wants to “touch 
the hearts” of men must “himself speak from the heart.” 
His soul must be filled with that enthusiasm for high ideals 
which makes him lose himself and devote himself in love to 
others. It is true that the method of science or philosophy, 
as Phaedrus himself later shows, consists in the conscious, 
logical effort by which similar appearances, i.e., appearances 
with a common characteristic, are subsumed under one con- 
cept, and the general concepts formed in this manner are 
technically analysed into sub-types. Yet the root and source of 
philosophizing is the desire inspired by beauty for the super- 
mundane, the sacrificing of the strictly personal wishes and 
strivings devoted to the sensuous needs of the moment. This, 
however, does not yet give a concrete picture of the whole 
meaning of the scientific Eros. Enthusiasm is not only neces- 
sary for the beginning but also for the continuation of episte- 
mological consideration and especially for its successful 
conclusion. In and by itself this enthusiasm would be lost in 
the particulars of the experiences which incessantly come to 
us, and which it earnestly strives to analyse and to synthesize, 
without being able to arrive at a conclusion and thus bring 
about a whole with which it could satisfy the longing for 
unity and synthesis so deeply ingrained in our nature. Plato 
also includes under the term Eros that desire for unity which 
cannot be satisfied in the interminably extended realm of oiur 
experience, because he considers the essence and nature of 
the word Eros to be the striving for the expansion and the 
completion of his own, narrow personality. It is clear that 
narrow selfishness is opposed to this desire for an all-embracing 
unity, and we understand that selfishness can only be overcome 
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by love. I also believe that Plato correctly noticed that the 
searcher after truth on his fatiguing path needs the constant 
STIMULUS OF OTHERS, that he needs the help of men who 
encourage him and that philosophy is not practised profitably 
in the closed study, but only as “dialectic.” That is to say, 
love for others and the consciousness that he is valued by them 
will enable the philosopher to give expression to intuited 
truths in scientifically ordered form or in guiding precepts. 
The Eros which moves his soul prevents him from giving him- 
self to quietistic reflections. From certain testimonies of creative 
artists, we know how much personal participation meant for 
their plans and creations. For that reason I call attention to 
what a loss Schiller’s death was for Goethe. Even for the man 
of science, there is no greater aid than a helpful understanding 
of and co-operation with his efforts and work by those close 
to him.^ He who is denied this happiness will progress slowly 
and wretchedly. 

20. One may also reflect on how much excellent psychology 
is embodied in the keen and clearly executed description of 
the persons who appear in the earlier dialogues (to the Theaete- 
tus). Incomparably well done is the portrayal of the four 
TYPES OF CHARACTERS which in the Republic are set parallel to 
the four defective constitutions (timocracy, plutocracy, ochloc- 
racy, tyranny). And to these typica lindividuals there is added 
in the Laws a description which is meant to show the general, 
typical features of the history of Persia and Athens, and to 

* Cf. Joh. Plenge, Anti-Bliiher, p. 13. “The pleasure of spiritual 
creation arising from the relation of teacher and student, as Plato 
knew it, exists to this day. I know how you honour me and that there 
is hardly a sacrifice which I might bring which I could not expect of 
you. Of you and many another student! But what Bliiher considers 
to be the end of a relationship between a man and a youth is for you 
and me an tmreahzable thought, a baseness, a disgrace when we, 
bound by no authority, freely choose according to the nature of our 
relationship. ... It is impossible that he who wishes to influence 
young men, because he should like to perfect them, make a wife of 
a youth.” 
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show that a social order which includes civil freedom based on 
moral excellence and which subordinates individual arbitrari- 
ness to the state would bring about progress; whereas moral 
depravity would destroy this happy union and would initiate 
its decline. 

Present-day thinkers have succeeded in rejecting the concept 
of the soul and yet they carry on “psychological” investigations. 
Against such efforts one might direct the critical comment of 
Socrates in the Apology that it is meaningless to speak of 
mules when one does not wish to have an5rthmg to do with 
horses and asses.^ The comment of the Theaetetus also applies 
to this “association psychology.” We hope, says Plato, that 
no one imagines “that in each of us, as in a wooden horse, 
there is perched an indefinite number of sense organs and that 
all these do not strive for and unite in one form, whether we 
call it soul or something else, in virtue of which and with the 
aid of sense organs we perceive everything perceptible.”^ It 
is true that I hold to the proposition (p. 120), that the notion 
of immortality in the sense that we understand it, viz., the 
survival of personality beyond the limits of earthly existence, 
was for Plato a serious problem; but it never became a dogma 
with him (even though he gives us a strong hint in the Phaedo 
to affirm this notion).® On the contrary, he very definitely 
tells us in the passage of the Theaetetus just referred to that the 
soul in its empirical reality, i.e., in its connection with this 
earthly body, shows itself as the synthesizing imity of all 
psychic activity. Only this unity must not be identified with 
simplicity. For truly simple — as the criticism of the “friends 
of the Ideas” in the Sophist gives us clearly to understand — 
is only the contentless form of thought which may just as well 
be called nothing as something — in fact, cannot be named at 
all and cannot be clearly thought. 

* Apology, 27e. ® Theaetetus, i84d. 

® The uncertainty of the proofs of the Phaedo is connected with the 
ambiguity of the concept “soul.” We are not always certain whether 
we are to imderstand by it the principle of motion — cf. r 6 rijg 
Etdog (cf. p. 95) — or a psychic, spiritual being. 
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Furthermore, one might say that Plato’s conception was that 
the nature of the soul cannot be better and more clearly 
described than by describing the activities by which it manifests 
itself.^ We found (p. 170) that for Plato the question about the 
nature of a thing was identical with the question about the 
effects which this thing produces and experiences. In scientific 
psychology it is also our custom to proceed in such a way that 
we give a clear description of the psychic manifestations. 

^ As examples of manifestations of the soul (epya ipvxfjg) are enu- 
merated (Republic^ 353) “to provide for, to govern, to deliberate 
and the like,” and also “life”; or 437b, they are arranged in opposite 
pairs: “Assent and denial, desire and aversion, attraction and repul- 
sion.” The reason for the difference in opinion and knowledge, as we 
saw on p. 105, is found {Republic^ 477d ff.) to be a difference in their 
power and mode of action. 



CHAPTER IV 


THE PRACTICAL PHILOSOPHY OF THE LATER 
DIALOGUES 

A. ETHICS 

I. From beginning to end, Plato’s thinking is concerned with 
practical life, conduct, ethics and politics. In all of his 
epistemological, logical, and psychological investigations, and 
in all his zeal devoted to mathematics and to the study of 
nature, he wishes to imderstand man, his needs, and his 
natural tasks. Thus we direct our study once more to Plato’s 
practical philosophy. 

We saw above that Plato’s ethics is eudemonisticaUy based. 
One might imagine that such an ethics, which directs man to 
the reward which moral action brings (or more correctly: to 
a reward inherent in moral intention, virtue), knows no 
doctrine of duties, no commands, no imperatives. As soon as 
it is fully realized that virtue is the sure and only way to happi- 
ness, the decision in favour of virtue must follow as self-evident 
from the necessity of nature. And wherever necessity reigns, 
there duty ceases and one need not command anything. 
Meanwhile, we must set over against this the fact that this 
clear insight cannot be attained during human existence, 
which never embraces all possible instances ; that the foundation 
laid by our experiences is an inadequate basis for the final 
conclusion that what has so far stood the test (viz., that moral 
actions guided by rational principles bring greater, completer 
satisfaction than does the pursuit of sensual and ambitious 
enticements) will show itself to be valid in all circumstances 
and in all individual instances of life. Nor is it adequate to 
appeal to the judgment^ which others have declared to be the 
sum total of wisdom derived from their whole experience. For 

^ Plato makes use of this appeal as a proof which has great persuasive 
power. We are acquainted with this proof (p. 78). 
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at all times one may object: The case may be different when 
sensuality or desire for power and honour impels to an action 
which is contrary to moral principles. And if in a given moment, 
the impetuous vehemence of selfish desires shakes and threatens 
to undermine the value judgments and the fundamental 
principles so far maintained, it becomes evident that strict 
knowledge cannot substantiate them; only a faith based on 
analogy can do this, a faith which has a deep religious founda- 
tion. But where matters stand thus, where something is still 
lacking for clear insight into all connections, there the adher- 
ence to moral principles becomes a demand, a command of 
duty. That is to say the demands of duty will appear as the most 
appropriate expression for a life which is set over against a life 
of the highest ideals, the attainment of which would trans- 
figure human life into holiness. The attainment of these ideals 
Plato considers to be as little attainable as do Christian writers 
on ethics. Long expositions of the Laws, the last of Plato’s 
works in his old age, where the religious tone is so powerful 
(and in coimection with this the intellectualistic so noticeably 
toned down), are in the same vein and, without forcing them, 
can be included in an ethical doctrine of duties. 

2. Eudemonism is most apt to consider ethics as a doctrine of 
goods. Thus, from the very beginning, Plato makes frequent 
investigation about the scale of values or the gradation of 
values. Of the later dialogues, the Republic, the Philebus, 
and the Laws investigate the doctrine of goods. 

The Republic once more establishes the unique value of 
spiritual and moral goods. It considers the philosopher’s life 
as the most enviable, as he is privileged to pass from knowledge 
to knowledge imtil in his vision of the good he experiences 
the greatest blessedness which a man can possibly experience. 
Everything which advances him on his way thither, he con- 
siders a good; everything which impedes him and takes him 
away from this goal, he considers an evil. Since all so-called 
external goods, such as beauty, riches, strength of body, influ- 
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ential relations, will exert a detrimental rather than a helpful 
influence, it is clear that in such a case they are not goods. 
The Euthydemus taught us that in and by themselves these 
things are neither good nor bad; that it is their rational or 
irrational use which makes them the one or the other. In the 
Republic^ Socrates wishes to say that justice is unconditionally 
and in all circumstances worth striving for, and that for its 
own sake and not for an external reward. Those who dispute 
his proposition demand that he prove that the just man would 
continue to practise justice, even if for its sake he would have 
to suffer the greatest persecution. The worst case is to be 
posited, viz., that maligned and misjudged, he will be “scourged, 
racked, thrown into prison, blinded; and finally, after suffering 
every possible torture, he will be impaled.”^ But in spite of this 
possibility, Plato has the courage to have Socrates decide in 
favour of the one who suffers innocently rather than in favour 
of the unjust man who succeeds in secretly practising his 
iniquity, and who by means of hypocrisy succeeds in attaining 
the reputation of a just man, so that he appears as an especially 
happy man to all who only observe him from without. As the 
devout person of the Old Testament prays, “Give me neither 
poverty nor riches; feed me with the good that is needful for 
me,” so Socrates says, at the end of the Phaedrus^ “May I 
have such a quantity of gold as only the wise can bear.” 

These propositions are confirmed by the investigations of 
the Philebus and of the Laws^ investigations, to be sure, which, 
because of their abstract treatment, are in certain details diffi- 
cult to understand. As proof, I submit the following: “The 
beauty of the body is not valuable, neither is its strength, 
nor its swiftness, nor its size, not even its health . . . even though 
many would like to believe this, nor is the opposite valuable; 
but rather the mean between these extremes is much more 
favourable to temperance and affords the greatest security. 
For the one type of characteristics makes the soul vain and 

^ Republic, 38 le. If this passage were found in the Old Testament, 
it would have been considered a Messianic prophecy. 


u 
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insolent, the other makes it humble and slavelike. The same is 
true of the possession of money and property, and the same 
evaluation holds for them.”^ Or “All these things are a most 
valuable possession for just and pious people, but for unjust 
persons they are most corrupting; even sight, hearing, and the 
ability to receive sense-impressions, as well as the possession 
of all the so-called goods, unless they are accompanied by 
justice and virtue, are the greatest evil.”^ The true good and 
true virtue are identical. The good is even the essence of the 
beautiful, the praiseworthy. For only because it is good, i.e., 
useful in the most complete and most profound sense, does 
any behaviour or any psychic characteristic from which this 
behaviour springs deserve to be called by what the word 
“beautiful” (/caAov) expresses, and which he who speaks of 
the virtue or excellence or of the ability (d/serrj) of a man wants 
to express. This relation is clearly and distinctly described in 
the Republic. “The best definition is and ever will be: the 
useful is beautiful, the harmful is base.” “He is a vain fellow 
who regards anything but the bad as ridiculous . . . and who in 
his efforts to attain the beautiful sets as his goal something 
other than the good.”® 

3. Traditionally, four virtues were set up as the most important 
ones: wisdom, justice, temperance, courage. Plato gives 
special attention to these. In the Laches, the question centres 
upon the concept and the essential nature of courage, in the 
Charmides upon temperance, in the Republic upon justice. 
All these investigations reveal that the virtues must have their 
basis in a certain insight which may be put on the same plane 
with wisdom. According to the Republic and the Laws, these 
four virtues are of the greatest importance for the existence of 
the state. In the Republic they are defined with reference to the 
state.^ The wisdom of the nilers, in whose souls reason is 
^ Lawsy 728c ff. 

Lawsy 66ia ff. Cf. the well-known saying of Jesus, Mark ix. 43 ff., 
“if thy hand offend thee, cut it off,’’ etc. 

^ Republic y 457b, 452de. * Cf. p. 73 f. 
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most pronounced, guides the state; the courage of the soldiers, 
in whom courage or the second part of the soul is most promi- 
nent, must defend the state; the justice of the state consists 
in “having each one practise his definite occupation for the 
execution of which he is best fitted by his nature,” or in having 
“everyone, without desultoriness, perform his duties and not 
meddle with the affairs of others.” Consequently we receive 
corresponding definitions for the virtues in the individual 
man; definitions which cannot be given without artificialities 
and which are not used independently of the thought-content 
of the Republic. The definition of justice is really the only 
one which is clear and satisfactory. It consists in having 
reason take over the rule and the care for the whole soul and 
with the aid of courage keep the senses and the appetites in 
check and in discipline. The definition of temperance expresses 
the same thought in other words; resembling the harmonious 
accord, temperance consists in having reason rule the desires 
and appetites of the soul which willingly subordinate themselves 
to reason — this confirms the former proposition that virtue, 
though variously called, is nevertheless one. For this reason, it 
matters little how many the instances of the specially named 
and described virtues are. In another connection, absolute 
veracity^ is often especially emphasized. It alone, we are told, 

^ In certain cases Plato justifies the lie of necessity. The principle 
which he here follows is: He who cannot bear the truth must be 
spared; from him whom truth would throw into disconcerted con- 
fusion and drive to perverted actions by which he would injure himself 
and others the truth must be kept. The falsehood which he is offered 
in its stead is to shield him against disaster and injury. In this connec- 
tion Plato uses the illustration that the lie is like poison. This illustra- 
tion makes clear that he regards the lie, in and by itself, as something 
terrible and always dangerous. Just as poison only becomes curative 
in the hands of the trained physician, and can only be entrusted to 
him who is an expert in the care of the body, so the lie in general 
can only be used by those men who, as men with greatest insight and 
with greatest education, have been entrusted with the care for the 
spiritual health of the citizens. Emphatically Plato declares that — 
contrary to many of the current stories about the gods — God at any 
rate never lies nor deceives. 
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makes true friendship and confidence possible. Besides, Plato 
occasionally names as parts of all-round excellence: piety, 
excellent disposition, singleness of heart, simplicity, modesty, 
reliability of character; and again industriousness, considera- 
tion for others, communicative and helpful friendliness and 
courtesy, the preservation of decorum. 

4. Perfect harmony of the soul and perfect justice are the terms 
which include everything else, and which best describe the 
MORAL IDEAL. If they are given the religious turn, they mean 
godlikeness. The Theaetetus^ characterizes the goal of all human 
striving as o/ioi'coai? Bew which consists in the progressive 
development of moral character and saintliness.^ Plato gladly 
calls him who comes near to the moral ideal “divine” or — 
and thus we shall use the Greek expression Belos more appro- 
priately — “divinely favoured.”® It is evident that man can 
only approach the goal; he can never attain it. We know that 
Plato was called “the divine” by those who knew him. And we 
can understand this characterization best if we read the verses^ 
which Aristotle dedicated to Plato’s memory — to the memory 
Of that unique man 

Whose name is not to come from the lips of the wicked. 
Theirs is not the right to praise him — 

Him who first revealed clearly 

By word and by deed 

That he who is virtuous is happy. 

Alas, not one of us can equal him. 


^ 176b. Cf. also LazvSy 716c: 6 dt) Oedg rj^uv irdvTcxjv ;f/)iy/^dTcop fierpov dv 
ehj /xdMara. ^ In diKaiov Kai ooiov pLETa (f>povijaEa)g yeveaQai. 

® In the final section we shall see that the Oeia pot pa which is not 
so far removed from our conception of divine “grace” is of significance 
for the development of every man. 

^ The Greek verses are as follows : 

dvSpdg, 8v ovd* aivelv roloi KaKoioi Oepig^ 
og povog rj rrpdjxog Ovrirwv KaredeL^ev ivapycog 
olKEitp re plq) Kai pedodoioi Xoyojv^ 

(hg dyadog re Kai evdaipcov dpa yiyvExai dvrjp. 
ov vw d* eOTL XaPelv ovdevi ravrd ttote. 

Recently they have been printed and discussed by W. Jager, Aris-^ 
totelesy pp. 107 ff. 
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5. There are passages in the Platonic dialogues in which a 
common or “so-called civic” virtue is differentiated from 

VIRTUE IN THE STRICT SENSE OF THE TERM, OR PHILOSOPHIC 
VIRTUE. The expositions are not always clear and a certam 
hesitation is noticeable. At first the matter is presented as 
follows; The common usage of words, which Plato follows 
when it is not a matter of careful definitions, considers as 
virtue every spiritual disposition which is advantageous when 
rightly used; as, e.g., quick apprehension or determination of 
will, intrepidity. But Plato teaches (p. 304 f.) that all these natural 
advantages may bring misfortune to the individual if they are 
not guided by the proper moral insight. The virtue which 
deserves this name has the certain, unmistakable characteristic^ 
that it is something good which shows itself as good under all 
circumstances. It is noteworthy that in the myth of the Republic 
Plato describes a soul which, shielded and led by the beneficent 
order of the state, spent its former earthly existence blame- 
lessly; but now, in its choice of a new career, is blinded by the 
external glory and, in its hasty choice, selects the lot of a tyrant 
which is accompanied by terrible scenes of horror. By this 
Plato does not wish to say that a life spent in the blamelessness 
of civic virtue is in itself not of greater value than that of the 
wicked man. Elsewhere, he tried to convince us that such a 
life, with its quiet peacefulness, brings a greater sum total 
of happiness than that other life. He also knows, and he assures 
us of it, that good habits are of great value. Nevertheless, 
only clear knowledge of all the conditions is adequate guarantee 
for the future; philosophic thinking by the dialectic method 
alone can attain this knowledge. For that reason true virtue 
appears to be philosophic virtue. But immediately a serious 
objection arises: Can anyone attain this perfect, one-sided, 
and yet all-round virtue? 

The description of the Idea of the good which transcends 
Being, as that is given in the Republic, reveals that even the 
mind of the most indefatigable and most successful thinker, 

‘ Cf. p. 46 f. 
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who is at all times bound to the coarse, physical body, will 
not be able to attain it. Not even the concept of the good is 
supposed to be completely knowable and describable. But 
then the question arises whether the philosopher, as long as 
he seeks, strives, and errs, has any advantage in his zealous 
search for this concept over other perplexed individuals who 
(in case eudemonism is right) also strive for the same goal of 
the good. We may admit that complete insight would make 
one perfectly good, save one from all mistakes, and keep 
one from every evil. It can by no means be proved, however, 
that in the realm of the imperfect, in the realm of mere proba- 
bility, the degree of morality depends entirely on the degree of 
knowledge. Evidently Plato himself did not share this opinion. 
For that reason the civic virtues retain a certain value for him. 
From the point of view of the individual’s life in the state, 
civic virtue is most certainly not indifferent. 

It is in the Republic, which presupposes the community 
life and which wishes to regulate it, that we have this descrip- 
tion of the highest goal of which only philosophic natures 
can attain a foreboding vision with great difficulty. In this 
connection it would seem as if the purely theoretical considera- 
tion of things alone were worth while. We cannot deny that 
there is a certain duality; for by the side of the practical ideal, 
which lies at the basis of the whole outline of the best state, 
there is another in accordance with which the individual 
“forms himself” in solitary meditation. Or perhaps we should 
say, the theoretical consideration does not stand by the side of 
the practical, but rather, like the ideal of the mediaeval monks, 
it seems to rise above the practical and to devote itself to the 
service of the universal, and to promise its followers extra- 
ordinary bliss and rapture in the halo of a special virtue, viz., 
that isolated philosophic virtue which alone is worthy of this 
name, and which is different and is separated from the mere 
civic virtues of the various vocations, including that of the ruling 
philosopher of the state. This is mysticism, and it introduces 
QuiETiSTic FEATURES into the description of the life of the 
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philosopher; these features are similar, as we may recall, to 
characterizations of the Phaedo and the speech of Diotima in 
the Symposium. If, however, I am not mistaken and if the 
exposition here given is right, then the ideal of the philosophic, 
private life with its non-civic virtue remains in a hazy back- 
ground. It could not be more clearly expressed, because it is 
incompatible with the efforts which the author of the Republic 
directed on practical activity, and it is to be considered merely 
as a remnant of momentary moods of earlier times. 

In his OLD AGE, when he wrote the Laws, Plato completely 
ABANDONED the special virtue and the special holiness of the 
private philosophic life. Not the slightest trace of it can be 
found anywhere. On the contrary, in the Third Book we are 
struck by a few statements which very clearly express the 
equality of those highly intellectually endowed and scientifically 
trained with those who are not so endowed and not so educated. 
We are told that individuals who do not know how to preserve 
the harmony of their emotions with what their reason designates 
as right “should never be entrusted with a position in the 
state and must be looked upon as ignominious, even if they 
were skilled thinkers who possessed all possible imposing 
knowledge and who had attained unto every mental dexterity;^ 
whereas those are to be looked upon as wise men who behave 
just the opposite from these, even though, as the saying goes, 
they know neither how to swim nor how to read, and in recog- 
nition of their good sense they are to be entrusted with the 
offices of the state.”^ It is noteworthy that at one time also in 
the Laws the comment is made which suggests that the high 
praise bestowed on that unique philosophical virtue based 

1 Besides, let us not forget that the Republic maintained that the best 
intellectual talents did not save one from vice; as a matter of fact 
they could be misused and put in the service of conscienceless dex- 
terity in all things {vavovpyia)', that under the wrong leadership and 
harmful influence the philosophic natures become worst; that because 
of this the positions of responsibiUty within the state can only be 
entrusted to individuals whose character and intellectual ability have 
been tested. Laws, 689d. 
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in knowledge should be toned down. As the legislator is to 
indicate the favourable conditions under which he can manifest 
his successful activity, he requires a state which is imder the 
leadership of an absolute ruler who must, among other good 
characteristics, possess moderation (temperance): “Namely,” 
we are told, “what is commonly called temperance, not that 
temperance of which one might wish to speak in a reverential 
tone by calling it wisdom,^ but that characteristic which is 
manifested in children and animals as a gift of nature, in that 
some of them indulge in pleasure and others refrain from 
indulging.”^ 

6 . The VICES are the opposite of virtue. They constitute the 
greatest evils in human life and make those who practise them 
unhappy. The following are given as bad personal character- 
istics: intellectual laziness and foolish self-conceitedness of 
knowledge, shameless arrogance, lack of discipline and intem- 
perance in pleasures, injustice, cowardice — they correspond 
to the four cardinal virtues; then impiety, shamelessness, 
Daseness of mind, narrow-mindedness, pettiness, envy and 
niserliness, severity, a sullen and unfriendly disposition, 
yraimy, disputatiousness, untruthfulness, perfidy and unscru- 
Dulousness, effeminacy, unchecked desultoriness and vanity 
which wants to know and to do all things but which only 
:ouches the surface of all things. 

Indolent a.{j.a6la/ which is based in self-conceitedness, 

LazvSy 710a: a(o(l)f)oavvt]v . . . drjfid)dt] ye .. . kuI ovx fjv rig aefivvvcov 
Iv Xeyoi <l)p6vr]aiv TrpocfavayKaCoyv elvai to ao)<f>povelv^ dXX orrep evOvg 
Taiai Kal d7]ploig . . . ^vpL<f>vrov eTravOel, 

One cannot help noticing the contrast to Repuhlicy 430C3 and to 
Laches y I96e. 

‘ This word is always used by Socrates in the Platonic dialogues 
IS the opposite of ao(j)ia and <f>p6vrjaigy and is set over against the 
:ommand of self-knowledge or self-examination. It indicates the 
ibsence of the desire to think about, to reflect on, and to be instructed 
ibout the world and man’s place in it; it designates a being satisfied 
vith his inadequate knowledge which is confused by all kinds of 
nistakes and which has been derived from traditions and customs. 
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appears as the greatest defect; one may say as the root of all 
corruption and perversity. It prohibits self-examination, which 
the disciple of Socrates considers as the presupposition for the 
correct mode of life and as the highest moral duty. Considered 
from another point of view, the greatest evil and the root of 
all base intention is envy or narrow-minded, petty, hard-hearted 
selfishness which begrudges our fellowman, who is akin to 
us by nature, what good he may enjoy and which rejoices in 
his misfortune. God, whose nature is supposed to set the norm 
and to indicate the direction for us, cannot wish to bring evil 
on anyone nor to begrudge him good.^ He formed the world 
in unselfish goodness desiring that everything should as much 
as possible^ become like him. The truly good man also does not 
know envy and gladly shares the best that he has with others. 
The citizens of a well-ordered state will be united in love 
and friendship.® As petty egoist, the “tyrannical” man is 
above all else envious and unhappy in the feeling of gnawing 
envy.^ 

7. Let us now pass from the particulars to a general perspective. 
I have already given® a preliminary view of Platonic ethics. 
If I were to characterize as simply and as briefly as possible 
the fundamental position which includes everything found 
in the dialogues discussed above, then the following expres- 
sions occur to me: eudemonism, intellectual determinism. 
It must still be shown whether this characterization also holds 
for the later dialogues. In this connection expositions in 
Chapter 7, Book II of the Laws seem to be of importance. 

If we wish to use the German expression, we should say : Verstocktheit ; 
religiously expressed, we should say: It is the sin which desires no 
improvement, it is, therefore, the “sin against the Holy Ghost.” 

* “Envy is excluded from the celestial choir.” Phaedrus, 247a. 

^ Timaeus, 290. * Laws, 693b f. 

* In this point as in so many others we can see a close resemblance 

between Plato’s philosophy of life and that of Goethe. A compilation 
of passages listed under “^ovog” in Ast’s Lexikon and under “Ndd” 
in E. von der Hellen’s Register zti Goethes Werken will make this 
clear, * See Part I, ch. I, especially pp. 60 ff. 
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The leader of the conversation — an unnamed^ “Athenian” 
whom we may without hesitation identify with Plato — affirms 
that the good, temperate, and just man enjoys complete happi- 
ness which is altogether independent of the external circum- 
stances under which he may live. On the contrary, everything 
which is ordinarily praised as good, such as health, longevity, 
unlimi ted power, riches, as well as courage, is an evil for the 
unjust man and only makes him unhappier. It can be a blessing 
only to the good man and so it constitutes a good. Those who 
converse with Plato can scarcely grasp this. They admit that 
the unjust man with all his external power lives a miserable 
life, but they doubt whether he is unhappy. — This is the position 
which Polus advocated in the Gorgias. — However, the leader of 
the conversation in the Laws lays greatest emphasis on the fact 
that moral excellence and well-being (happiness) are identical. 
This appears to him to be absolutely certain, more certain 
than the most apparent truth, “more certain than the pro- 
position, Crete is an island.” As lawgiver, he says, he would 
inffict the most severe punishment on him who would say that 
there are men who are bad but live a pleasant life, or that the 
advantageous and the useful are not always identical with what 
is just. Besides, he did not know how the gods or human 
legislators would support the admonition to obey their com- 
mands, if they had to admit that we must differentiate between 
ways of life, one of which was the most pleasing and the other 
the most just; and that he who chooses the first is happier but 
less just than he who chooses the second. For if a son were to 
ask his admonishing father: “Do you not wish, father, that 
I get as much pleasure and happiness out of my life as possible? 
But you constantly admonish me to live as just a life as possible” ; 

^ The persons appearing in all of Plato’s dialogues are named with 
the single exception of the “stranger from Elea” in the Sophist and 
in the Statesman,v/ho also develops Plato’s thoughts, and this Athenian 
(and minor characters, such as the porter in the Protagoras and the 
prison attendant in the Phaedo). Even in the Laws the two other 
characters are named. The Lacedaemonian’s name is Megillus, 
that of the Cretan is Cleinias. 
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then he who was being asked would be embarrassed and would 
not know what rational answer he could give. “If, on the 
contrary, he should say that the most just life includes the 
greatest happiness, then without doubt everyone who under- 
stood this answer would want to know still further what the 
law considers as good or beautiful in this just life that is superior 
to the enjoyment of pleasure. And in truth, what good which is 
separable from the pleasant could befall the just man?” 
Every example of the good which one might select, however, 
such as honour, refraining from wrong-doing, shows that it is 
not only good and beautiful, but also pleasant. It is necessary 
that the legislator emphasize this, since no one freely chooses 
anything unless he expects more pleasure than pain from it. 
It is the lack of experience which causes some (especially in 
their youth) to be mistaken about the true condition of the 
good life, in that they consider, as it were, right-doing and 
wrong-doing from afar; as a consequence the impressions are 
blurred and, depending on the viewpoint of the beholder, the 
one as well as the other may appear as pleasant or as unpleasant.^ 
There can be no doubt about the eudemonism or hedonism of 
the man who wrote these words. I am of the opinion that this 
even includes his determinism, from which Plato himself 
inferred rigid conclusions. 

8. These inferences are really made in that section in which 
Plato advances the principles of penal justice. There he 
proceeds from the concept of punishment. This concept can 
be correctly understood only in connection with that of outrage 
or wrong. As the Greek words dSt/ct'a and 81 k 7 ] give us to 
understand, the two concepts fit each other accurately. An out- 
rage, as a transgression of the law, must be punished; and 
punishment may in no case be inflicted except where there 
has been a transgression of the law. For Plato the law does not 

‘ 663ab; cf. 664b. This whole trend of thought can be seen in its 
clearest and most precise form in my Platos Gesetze, Darstellung 
des Inhalts, p. 37. 
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consist in the rules prescribed by man, but in the ideal demands 
of justice. Therefore the transgression of the law is an offence 
against these demands. 

What does justice demand? Most certainly not the perform- 
ance of certain definite external actions or the refraining 
from such actions; but, as we were told in the Republic^ a 
definite condition of the soul, a definite attitude and direction 
of the will, in which reason rules the appetites and sensibility. 
And if reason, as ruler of the soul, commands an individual, 
then he will seek his happiness in that which is most valuable, 
viz., in spiritual goods. It is this right and healthy relationship 
between the parts of the soul which the legislator desires to 
assure and whenever it has been disturbed to restore it. To 
this end he makes use of punishment, which is supposed to 
be medicine for the sick soul. In accordance with the degree 
and the manner of the defective and perverted constitution 
of the soul, the means for restoring the order of the soul will 
have to differ, i.e., it has to be more or less forceful and painful. 

The wrongdoer at all times acts involuntarily; yet there is 
a great difference whether his reason has been put to sleep by 
lack of thought, or is overpowered by passion, or enslaved to 
sensuality. The effect must be equaF to the cause or to the force 
which produced it. If a man is free and is master of himself, 
he may, of course, make mistakes, but he can do no wrong. 
For as a free agent he wills the good.^ 

^ For that reason the punishments are intensified for the backslider. 
Wherever the will is so completely suppressed and enslaved that there 
is no longer any hope of freeing it, only the destruction of the indi- 
vidual remains. In his Gesch, d, antik, Kommunismus (p. 408, note) 
Pohlmann fittingly remarks: “With Rousseau, Plato could have said 
of his state that the force which he imposes on the disobedient means 
nothing else but an invitation to be free.” In this connection, we may 
also cite Laws, 670c, “we force, so to speak, the will upon the people.” 
And Laws, Syscd: “It must never be allowed that reason is enslaved 
to and dependent on anything; it must rather rule all things if, in 
accordance with its nature, it is to be true and free.” 

^ Therefore, from the comprehension of the concept of freedom and 
good will, there follows for Plato not merely the opposite position to 
Kant’s rigoristic ethics with its “categorical imperative,” but also the 
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Under these conditions^ it is beside the point to consider 
any punishment as bad or dishonourable and to consider 
those punishments which are meted out for great crimes as 
especially bad. For as certainly as justice itself is never bad, 
but, on the contrary, is always something praiseworthy and 
beautiful, so the application of justice, of punishment, must 
be praiseworthy and beautiful. Only injustice or wickedness, 
against which^ punishment is directed, is bad. 

While Plato does not discover in the involuntariness of bad 
actions a reason to mitigate the harshness of the law — he 
even advocates capital punishment — he nevertheless does 
not refrain from insisting that the blame for the perpetrated 
wrong is not to be placed solely on the evildoer, but that 
THE WHOLE COMMUNITY IS ALSO GUILTY. In the Timaeus this 
principle is expressed with the greatest resoluteness as follows: 
‘‘Nearly all reproaches about unbridled and shameful lusts, 
made with the notion that evil is voluntary, are unjustified. 
The reasons why a man becomes evil are a bad disposition of 
the body and neglected education; but each one experiences 
this as something disagreeable and against his will. And as far 
as the production of pain is concerned, here too the body 
becomes the cause of many evils for the soul. And if to this 
is added ... a bad form of government and if everywhere in 
the city, both in private and in public, evil conversations take 
place and if, in addition, the educational material absorbed 

opposite position to the accepted opinion of our times, as well as to 
that of ancient times. That is to say, Plato demands that punishment 
be meted out for “involuntary” wrongs. This, alone, he considers 
evil. This evil arises from the enslavement of reason from whose 
insight the free act of the will springs; whereas the strivings which 
spring from irrational stimuli are involuntary and slavish. The cus- 
tomary and otherwise generally accepted distinction between a wrong 
voluntarily and involuntarily committed is based on a confusion of 
wrong and injury. Ordinarily, injury merely demands that the damage 
be made good (and according to circumstances religious expiation). 

^ For that reason no one need fear the disgrace of a punishment, 
but one should fear the disgrace of wickedness, of injustice. This was 
already advocated in the Gorgias, 
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from youth up is in no way suited to curb these evils, then for 
these two reasons all bad individuals become bad and that 
contrary to their will. The blame must, therefore, be placed 
more on the parents than on the children, more on the edu- 
cators than on those being educated. We should take advan- 
tage of every opportunity to exert all our effort to make use 
of the means of education, of one’s profession, and of science 
to escape vice and to attain its opposite, virtue.”^ The Republic, 
as well as the Laws, also regrets the evil influence which every- 
where the whole order of the state, the bad customs of the 
community, and the tyranny of public opinion have upon the 
individual. 

No interference with the execution of punishment arises 
from the consciousness of co-responsibility which each indi- 
vidual, as member of the social group and of the state, must 
have when he passes judgment on the evil deed of a criminal. 
This, of course, is true because punishment is not only a pro- 
teaion for him who is threatened by wrong, but it is also a 
benefit for him who is punished. From this logically follows 
a CONSIDERATION WHICH IS FREE FROM PASSION. Anger, which 
naturally arises against the offender, as well as every feeling 
of hate toward him, will be suppressed because it is ill-founded. 
It is touching how the highly gifted author of the Laws 
admonishes himself to control his anger at the sight of the 
failures of younger people. “For it must never be that both 
sides be deprived of their reason; the one, by the insatiable 
thirst for pleasure; the other, by becoming excited about it.”^ 
In the Laws the offenders are again and again characterized® 
as unhappy, as deserving of sympathy. In this, no doubt, 
sympathy is expressed. But this too must not become a passion, 
a weak yielding sympathy. No one is to excuse himself and to 
consider himself free from all reproach, because he is subjected 
to an overpowering force. Plato’s determinism is not to be 
understood thus. At all times, he rejects self-satisfied conceit 

* Timaeus, 86d ff. “ Laws, 832a f. 

“ See, e.g., 73id, 832a, 854b, 873a, 905a, 934b. 
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of knowledge; to examine oneself, to educate oneself is always 
obligatory, a prescribed duty. This is^ in agreement with the 
deterministic theory. 

9. In my large work on Plato, I concluded the exposition of his 
ethics with a comparison of it with Kantian and Christian 
ethics. What I there set down as the net result, I shall give 
again here: In this attempted comparison, Platonic ethics did 
not make a bad showing. In content, it showed itself to be no 
less noble than Kantian ethics; and the advantages which are 
customarily assigned to Christian ethics did not seem to be 
absent from it. In fact, all the Greek church fathers recognized 
that Plato’s ethical views and demands came exceedingly 
close to those of Christianity. A stUl further comparison with 
Kant might, in a certain way, prove to be favourable to Plato. 
The twisted and forced proof by which Kant squeezes other 
carefully considered, material formulas from his formal 
principle of universal validity, to which he also gives corre- 
sponding expression in the first formulation of his commands, 
becomes superfluous on the clearly eudemonistic basis of 
Plato: and the digression into petty commonplace, which is 
somewhat unpleasantly noticeable in Kant, is avoided by 
Plato in that from the beginning he includes the realization of 
the state in the natural purposes of man. 

B. POLITICS 

For the Greek everything which has to do with the consti- 
tution of the state naturally belongs to ethics; therefore not 
merely does the realm of law belong to it, but the whole of 
POLITICS in its widest sense. From the narrative part of the 
Seventh Letter, we know how important politics was for Plato. 
We can also discern this from the Gorgias (cf. p. 55), as well 
as from the three dialogues which by their titles make known 
that they are intended to deal with political questions, viz., 

* As I attempted to show in Platon, I, p. 440. 
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the Republic (the ideal state), the Statesman, and the Laws. 
Let us consider these three dialogues in order. 

I. The plan of the constitution of the state, submitted 
in the Republic, is as follows: At the head of a well-ordered 
state is to be a single man of unusual endowments and virtue, 
who, by indefatigable work, has acquired all attainable know- 
ledge, and from the commanding height which he has attained 
can see and judge better than anyone else what is most bene- 
ficial for the community of bemgs which he is to rule. Besides, 
he will pursue no other purpose than to care for the well-being 
of the community to the best of his ability. This man is to rule 
the state in accordance with his own free judgment, responsible 
to no one except to his own conscience. — It may be that there 
are other men who fairly well equal him in insight, education, 
and excellence of character; if so, he will share his rule with 
them, either by having them alternately take over the power 
or by some other arrangement upon which they may agree. 

But if the prosperity of the whole group is to be assured at 
all times, then the order of the state must not depend on the 
life of one individual. Arrangement must be made, so that at 
the death or the retirement of one leader of the state another 
not less able is ready to take his place. This can be assured 
only by the careful education of him who is fit to succeed him; 
and this education must be begun as soon as possible. First, 
however, we must know who, when carefully educated, will 
develop a like excellence as that of the chosen one whom he is 
to replace. It is primarily a question of finding the best-endowed 
individual at the right time; that is to say, before he is in any 
way spoiled by neglect or bad influences. From these con- 
siderations, it therefore becomes necessary that the state 
DIRECT EDUCATION AND PUBLIC INSTRUCTION. For Only by 
careful and long-continued observation of children growing 
up together and by constant comparison of their behaviour 
and their achievements can we make the necessary selection 
of the best. The teacher and educator will soon detect the 
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outstanding differences of abilities or aptitudes. It will not, 
therefore, be difficult to classify them into groups. From that 
mass of human beings whose natures are less susceptible, 
lazier, and duller, he will separate that small number of those 
who apprehend more quickly, who are more sensitive, who are, 
at all times, more eager to learn something new, who easily 
bear the mental exertion connected with it, and who do not 
become vain or haughty because of their achievements. The 
mass can soon be left to itself. On the other hand, the more 
capable ones, after they have mastered the elements, are to 
be instructed gradually in more fundamental and more diffi- 
cult branches of knowledge. This will make selection more 
and more possible. Finally, when the instruction leads beyond 
the empirical sciences and semi-abstract mathematics to the 
philosophic observation of things, the number which can 
follow profitably and with real understanding is small. Philo- 
sophical instruction has to advance proof for the assumptions 
of the other sciences ; it has to determine clearly the fundamental 
concepts from which they set out and thus to relate them 
to each other. Above all else, it must clearly indicate man’s 
place in nature; it must, therefore, make clear how man should 
regulate his life in order to be able to satisfy most completely 
his natural striving for happiness under the existing conditions 
in which he finds himself; it must show how individuals in 
their mutual striving toward this goal can aid each other 
best, while uniting into an organized community. In other 
words, philosophic instruction has to determine the highest 
GOOD for the individual and for the majority of men living 
together in the state; it must also indicate the right path for 
the attainment of this highest good. 

He who has a correct notion of the relations which are implied 
in this concept of the good^ will satisfactorily form his life, 
and he will also satisfactorily direct a human commonwealth. 

^ It is at all times a concept of relations: One can think of the good 
only as good for a subject; and the good which we seek is supposed to 
be good for man and to correspond to his nature. 


X 
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He who has wrong notions about it will make mistakes from 
which he and others will have to suffer; the more distorted 
his notions are, the more he and others will have to suffer. 
Only that man could attain satisfaction who had clear, certain, 
and complete knowledge of what would be good for him 
and of what would bring him happiness; similarly only that 
state could attain satisfaction whose leader had such knowledge 
about the general well-being of the state and acted in accor- 
dance with it. The highest goal of all instruction is to 
lead to this knowledge; by this instruction the individual who 
is capable of pursuing profounder studies is educated for and 
is enabled to take over the duties of the statesman. 

Of course, this goal is not completely attainable. Human 
reason cannot completely comprehend the content of the 
good. It is not even easy to form a non-contradictory opinion 
about the good which, because of the varied relations to which 
the word refers, appears infinitely ambiguous. Besides, it 
would be possible for us to know and to describe the objective 
basis of that which is contained in all the conceptions of the 
good (“the Idea of the good,” as Plato expresses it) only 
if we knew all reality in the imiverse, and especially man’s 
innermost nature to which that which is good for him is related. 
Even to the most capable and best-educated thinker the 
conception of the good is made known essentially through 
premonition. The opinions which originally force themselves 
upon us about the good can by reflective examination be 
gradually freed from contradictions and so can be refined. 
Thus, step by step, we may progress in our knowledge. We 
can indicate individual, formal features which belong to the 
good and we can also convincingly show that certain con- 
ceptions of the good are false. As long as the concept of the 
world remains a plan only partly completed, however, we caimot 
exhaust the concept of that which manifests itself in the 
harmonious accord of the imiverse in all its individual parts. 

Nevertheless, from the difiiculty of this task something 
follows which is of importance for the ideal state. It is only by 
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constant elfort and practice of the powers of the human mind 
to know that we can avoid gross errors about the practically 
adequate concept, and that we can increase the insight which 
we have attained concerning it up to a certain time, or that we 
can heighten the degree of its probability. If the state which 
has been brought into a tolerably good condition by a philo- 
sophic leader wishes to maintain this condition, it must provide 
that scientific studies, which enabled that leading statesman 
to unfold this noble conception of the problems of the state, 
be practised by others. This again demands provision for as 
thorough an education as possible for the oncoming genera- 
tions. If this demand is met, we may expect steady progress 
in knowledge. This expectation is the more certainly based 
if the state, as Plato demands of it, in addition to the scientific 
education of the talented, also provide for a no less careful 
supplementary physical education; and if it employ all con- 
ceivable means to favour the union of the most talented men 
with those women who are also above the average of their sex, 
in order gradually to produce a noble race of the highest 
capabilities. With such an arrangement, the younger people 
will from generation to generation outgrow their predecessors, 
who were similarly endowed; and the standards for the highest 
achievements, as well as those for the average achievements, 
will constantly be raised. A further consequence will be that 
the well-managed state will be able gradually to improve and 
to perfect its laws. Of course, there will be only a few out- 
standing intellects who can fully understand what in formerly 
accepted doctrines has been corrected by criticism, and to 
what extent the existing body of knowledge has been supple- 
mented by new discoveries. These are the individuals who 
are marked out as the future leaders of the state; the ablest 
one in their ranks is chosen to be the leader. For at all times 
the philosophers are to be the rulers, in order that the evils in 
the world may be lessened. 

This proposition about the profession of leadership 
AND THE RIGHT TO RULE given by nature to the philosophers 
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is most important for the whole Platonic ideal state. It is almost 
the only proposition which, according to Plato’s statements, 
is entirely incontestable and must have validity for all time; 
whereas most of the other detailed arrangements become 
antiquated and may be subject to change. For when Plato 
of his own free will clearly admits that he was unable to 
describe correctly the objective content of the good which 
alone serves as a standard for the formation of the state, and 
when he just as definitely expresses the hope that continuous 
reflection, under external conditions which become constantly 
more favourable, will succeed in progressing more and more 
in knowledge, and if, just because of this expected progress 
in knowledge, he does not bind the leader of the state to any 
law, he grants the philosopher of coming ages the right to make 
such changes as he deems necessary in the laws which he 
himself made. These changes would be an improvement. 
But Plato can never abandon the contention that he who is 
to have this power must of all men possess the greatest insight 
and excellence; therefore the rules which are to enable such 
an individual to obtain the reins of power are valid for all time. 

2. The most striking of the other arrangements which Plato 
decrees for the organization of the state are of four types: 
They are concerned with the classification of the citizens 
according to their vocation; the abolition of the family and 
private property for the defenders and the officials, the “guar- 
dians,” of the state; putting man and woman on the same 
level; and finally the censorship of art. What is said about the 
first three points can be described as follows : 

The citizens of the state are to be divided into three classes 
(professions). Those without a profession may not remain within 
the confines of the state. The lowest class consists of that great 
mass of human beings who by the aid of their hands produce 
economic goods which serve physical needs. It is divided into 
a great many groups, each of which has its special work, and 
in their guildlike exclusiveness stand over against each other. 
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Above the producing class (both of food and of goods) is 
the CLASS OF GUARDIANS, i.c., the defenders of order and of 
peace. Their duty is to defend order and peace; their chief 
practice, therefore, is with weapons of defence. They are 
strictly prohibited from taking any part in the productive life; 
just as those who belong to the class of the peasants and to 
that of the tradesmen may not engage in the arts of war. 
They are supported by the rest of the inhabitants of the state 
like an army of mercenaries. Their real activity, however, 
is not merely the brutal art of war. On the contrary, they are 
also required to do intellectual work. Not only are all of them 
instructed in the customary branches of a good Athenian school, 
but in addition to this they receive mathematical instruction 
which extends over a period of years. Beginning with the 
twentieth year, and after they have devoted two or three years 
exclusively to the building up of the body and to military 
training, there begins for the most talented and the most 
capable in the group a more thorough and more systematic 
education, whose purpose it is to correlate the different sciences 
and to give a comprehensive view of them in their relation 
to one another and to the nature of Being. He who distinguishes 
himself in this course of instruction and shows his philosophic 
ability through his understanding of this approach — at the 
same time he fulfils his military duty and such other duties 
as are imposed on him — will, at the age of thirty, with those 
like him, be once more distinguished by another selection; 
he will be transferred from the class of ordinary guardians 
to that of the rulers or the “perfect guardians,” which as the 
highest class rises above and rests on the others. The novices 
must be in this group for five years and must receive additional 
theoretical, especially philosophic, instruction. If this instruc- 
tion is successful, they must descend from the height of their 
cosmic contemplation to the levels of everyday life. So as not 
to be inferior to others in practical experience, they must 
spend fifteen years here as officers and occupy other important 
positions in order to prove their ability here also. Finally, 
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those who have been found to be theoretically and practically 
irreproachable are at the age of fifty to be led to the goal itself 
Now they must direct their spiritual eye to the source of light, 
the good itself, in order that henceforth they may not only 
regulate their own lives with a view to the good and help other 
individuals, but also, as often as that is necessary, relieve 
one another in the management of public affairs and as educators 
provide that, when they have departed for the Isles of the 
Blessed, others just as capable as they themselves were will 
take their place. In this manner the absolute ruler of the state 
logically emerges from the perfect guardians, the incumbents 
of the higher offices and of the positions of authority. 

This much will suffice concerning the professional classi- 
fication of the citizens. 

3. According to Plato’s system, something further imme- 
diately follows from the arrangement arrived at for the higher 
classes. If, as defenders and rulers of the state, they are 
required to devote all their time and energy to the conunon 
weal and if they have the care for their personal support 
removed from them, they must not only refrain from the 
acquisition of property but they must also completely abandon 
the POSSESSION OF ALL PRIVATE PROPERTY in order that nothing 
may take their thoughts from the consideration of the well- 
being of the whole group. They may not even have a family; 
they may have neither wife nor children whom they can call 
their own. They are to live together in unadorned barracks, 
where they are also to eat their simple meals. They are not, 
however, to be forced to life-long celibacy. Such an arrange- 
ment would not only be unnatural for a large professional 
class; but it would also be wrong, because, if the ablest were 
permanently excluded from reproducing, it would be impossible 
to reach the goal of producing a higher race by eugenic breeding 
(this must never be lost sight of); instead there would neces- 
sarily result a gradual lowering of the general average in strength 
of body as well as in intellectual ability. Plato therefore demands 
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the temporary marriage of his guardians with women who 
equal them in ability. He prescribes that these marriages be 
entered upon only when the individuals are mature and in 
their full strength. For women the age limits are put between 
twenty and forty; for men, between thirty and fifty. ^ As is 
the custom with the other marriages, so these are to be 
solemnized by festivals accompanied by prayer and sacrifices 
to the gods. He also makes the most careftil arrangement for 
the children issuing from these marriages; they will be taken 
over by the state and most carefully reared. How often such 
marriages shall be celebrated will be determined by the needs 
of the state at the time, since the number of its citizens is 
to be kept stationary as much as possible. 

Closely connected with these arrangements is the require- 
ment that WOMEN ARE TO BE GIVEN EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES 
WITH MEN. Among them, too, there is a class which rises above 
the mass of women of various gradations; the members of this 
highest class are given special privileges, and duties are imposed 
which demand corresponding renvmciations. The physical 
and intellectual education of the girls is to be the same as that 
of the boys ; and if they accomplish the same things as the boys, 
they are to be given the same rights and privileges. It is self- 
evident that the women of the guardian class also may not 
possess any private property and that they too must refrain 
from having their own family. The substitute which Plato 
offers the women guardians is the same as that which he offers 
to the men guardians. It consists in temporary unions only. 
The children which issue from such unions also do not belong 
to the mothers. They belong to the community, the state, which 
immediately takes charge of them and places them in a nursery 
equipped for the care of children; here they are entrusted to the 
care of proper nurses.^ 

1 Republic, 4600. 

* For a certain period of time, the mothers are to come regularly 
to the nursery to nurse the infants ; but they are to be relieved from all 
other care for them, and no mother is to know and recognize her own 
child. 
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4. If in our day we ask: What are the mistakes of this state? 
we shall find that the answers differ. I shall indicate all those 
OBJECTIONS which appear to me to be worthy of consideration; 
then I shall examine them in detail. They may be stated as 
follows: 

(1) The most important needs of the community com- 
prising the state are ignored. E.g., there is almost a complete 
absence of laws about the appointment of officials, about the 
institution of law courts, about the punishment of criminals. 

(2) The great mass of the citizens of the state is completely 
neglected. The proud, intellectual aristocrat attributes no other 
meaning or significance to the mass of citizenry except that he 
regards it as the means for feeding and clothing the higher 
classes. This, we are told, overestimates the intellect and 
imderestimates nobility of character, as if the brightest were 
most virtuous, and as if the individual with limited intellectual 
powers deserved no attention and care. 

(3) Connected with this is the fact that Plato, in spite of the 
severe criticism which he brings against all existing states, 
because of their repeated party upheavals and party feuds, 
left their basic evil, slavery, untouched because he did not 
consider it as the fimdamental evil of all states. 

(4) The Platonic state violates human nature; its noblest 
impulses are bound by the legislation of the state concerning 
artistic creation, and above all by the abolition of the freedom 
of choice in the selection of a wife and by the abolition of 
permanent marriage for the guardians. These arrangements 
are altogether intolerable and most corrupting. 

Upon closer examination^ the first three objections prove 
to be inadequately grounded and are for the most part based 
on misunderstandings. E.g., it is true that the mass of citizenry 
in ±e Republic does not receive thorough consideration. 
Plato’s greatest attention and care are devoted to talented 
natures which tower above the average. But while they are 
educated in his state to be the leaders of the others, the greatest 
1 Cf. Platon, II, 575-609. 
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care is taken of and the best arrangement is made for the mass 
of men who are entrusted to them. There is no lack of repeated 
assurance on the part of Plato that the careful selection and 
education of the guardians are not merely for their special 
interest but are always undertaken with reference to the well- 
being of the whole state; that the denials and the sacrifices 
which are imposed on the ruling classes for the sake of the 
prosperity of the whole community must be demanded of them 
under all circumstances. 

As for the reproach which is concerned with Plato’s intellec- 
tual pride which caused him to despise^ the common working 
man, we may say that it is sufficiently refuted by the quotations 
cited above; numerous passages can, however, still be added.^ 
In an article of the year 1909,^ I showed that slavery has 
no place in the ideal state of the Republic and that its very 
constitution and fundamental principles nullify it. And even 
though the contrary opinion has been staunchly repeated, it 
has not come to my notice that anyone has attempted since 
then to contest my arguments seriously and scientifically. 
One would think that before repeating the traditional reproaches 
one would be warned to be cautious by Plato’s own evaluation 
of the barbaric world and (cf. above) by his ridicule of the 
ill-founded pride of the Hellenes over against it.^ 

The fourth objection, indicated above, is not easily refuted. 
The reasons which Plato himself gives for demanding and 
defending a community of wives and children of the guardians 
— or more correctly: their being without family responsibilities 
— are the following: It necessarily follows from the fundamental 

^ The passage which Ed. Zeller cites from the Republic^ 421a, only 
expresses the opinion which is self-evident for every educated man 
of our day, to wit, that “whoever thinks like a soap-maker” or like 
“chum tailor and glove maker” does not constitute the most important 
element in the state. 

2 As, e.g., Gorgiasy 512b ff.; Republicy 50ode, 6ooa,4oode (397e, 433); 
Theaetetusy I74d ff.; Lawsy 6j^cd. 

® Philologusy LXVIII, 229-59. I briefly stated my reasons again in 
Platoriy II, 596-609. 

^ Cf. also Lawsy 8i9ab, 951b; PhaedOy 78a; Republic y 499c. 
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principle that the guardians may not possess any property. 
It seems necessary to him to follow this principle to its logical 
conclusion, since it alone can remove the temptations of the 
soldiers, temptations inherent in the possession of power. 
Otherwise they would misuse family life by exploiting the 
helpless masses; they would form parties among themselves 
by whose wrangling the whole state would be disrupted. 
Besides, Plato feels that the goal of improving the human race 
can only be attained if the practical experiences of animal 
breeders are also applied to man, and that, therefore, not 
the inclination of the individual is to decide what marital 
bond he shall enter, but the judgment of the experts who are 
interested in producing the best offspring. I believe that 
this will do away with the misunderstanding that special 
freedom in matters of sex was granted to those who excelled 
intellectually as if they were “supermen,” towering above the 
average person, and that they were set above obedience to the 
laws and regulations which were valid for the masses. They 
were freed from permanent marriage, but not because they 
regarded a permanent marriage as a hindrance to their libertine 
inclinations. The question was not that of providing them with 
a comfortable privilege, but of imposing great sacrifices upon 
them; the question was not one of abandonment and turning 
sensuality loose, but of limiting it. The required abolition of 
the family is much more closely related to celibacy than it is 
to the practice of “free love” preached by libertinism. 

The reason why celibacy was introduced by the medieval 
clerics is the same as that of Plato for depriving his guardians 
of family life. They are not to be hampered by any personal 
cares; nor are petty cares to keep them from their main duty 
of looking after the welfare of the whole community. When 
the leader of the state calls upon them to perform a serious 
duty, they are not to hesitate, they are not to ask questions. 
That is to say, they are a class of guardians who are ready to 
fight, at all times resolved to sacrifice their lives. However, 
Plato did not think of relieving all members of the state from 
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family obligations; to do so would not have made for a 
gradual improvement of the race, but for its gradual deteri- 
oration. 

Not only do the regulations referred to (p. 323) about mar- 
riage and the rearing of children, enacted for the members 
of the guardian class, arise from Plato’s calm, calculating 
deliberations, but also the rules which forbade the giving 
of too much care to the infirm and the weak. As far as I can 
see these regulations apply to all classes. In all this, the guiding 
principle always is that by improving the physical nature of 
men, their intellectual ability and their moral character are 
improved; and in this manner their happiness is also heightened 
and increased. Zeller is therefore quite wrong and beside the 
point when he says^ that in the Platonic state marriage was 
“debased to a politico-economic breeding of human beings.” 
The expression politico-economic signifies something purely 
external, something which is concerned with the preservation 
and multiplication of physical goods and the reason Plato 
criticizes the Athenian statesmen (not merely in the Gorgias, 
but also in the Republic) is that they were dominated by the 
politico-economic point of view. If Plato appeals® to the experi- 
ence of the animal breeders who, in their effort to improve the 
species, actually pursue economic ends, this does not mean 
that he wishes this to be considered as the highest end for the 
breeding of human beings. Certainly not! His ultimate purpose 
is always moral perfection. Since a healthy, physiological 
basis is necessary for moral perfection, he considers marriage 
of and procreation by the ablest citizens an imavoidable and 
holy duty. And I am of the opinion that Plato is superior to 
his modern critics in that he not only clearly recognizes that 
the psychical is conditioned by the physical, but that also in 
accordance with this knowledge he sincerely strives to for- 
mulate his rules. He is not satisfied with superficialities. 
An emotional nature may consider this as crude. But he who 

* Philosophic der Griechen, II, I^, p. 909. 

“ It corresponds to xpripaxuniKov used by Plato. 


3 Gor^os, 479b. 
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demands rational justification for this judgment will fiiid it 
only in fatalistic or quietistic convictions. 

Furthermore, I have the impression that Plato himself 
did not quite trust his proposal to abolish the private family. 
It is especially noteworthy that he makes this proposal rather 
hesitatingly and expresses the fear that he may lead his friends 
astray in a highly important matter and thus do the greatest 
harm.^ He is quite conscious of how much depends on whether 
his proposal is practicable or not — and naturally if evil con- 
sequences should result, he would not only regret them but 
he would insist on the immediate removal of their cause.^ 

5. Let us now ask: What was Plato’s meaning? What was 
HIS PURPOSE IN ADVOCATING HIS PLAN OF THE STATE? There 
can be no doubt about this purpose. Several times Plato 
compares his task to the activity of the artist who sketches an 
ideal picture.® He comments that just as the artist is not 
obliged to prove that the individual characteristics of his pic- 
ture are to be found anywhere in nature as he painted them, 
so he is not obliged to prove the reality of his state, i.e., as 
existing somewhere in space and time. And he adds that in 
accordance with the nature of things it is impossible that the 
concrete, which really appears in the world, should possess 
as much truth as that which is merely thought, the ideal. 
(Therefore, one should not demand of him any more than 
that he indicate the path by which we can best approach 
the ideal state which he described.) But in another connection 
he says: Under ordinary circumstances the rational man must 
confine himself to bringing his own soul into the proper 
disposition. In the ideal state, of course, another goal will 
arise for him: The care for the group, political activity. The 
question is not whether such a state actually exists here on 
earth; at any rate the philosopher is not concerned with any 

^ 451a. “ This also follows from what was said above, p. 323 f. 

* Cf. my book, Platons Staat, Darstellung des Inhalts, pp. 70, 2 If., 
and 85, 26 ff. 
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Other state. And “he who wishes to see it, may see its prototype 
in heaven,”^ in order that he may at least pattern his personal 
relations after this prototype. In accordance with the ter- 
minology familiar to us from the Phaedo, we may designate 
this celestial prototype as the “Idea” of the state, with which 
any existing state here on earth agrees only imperfectly; but 
the more perfect such a state is, the more it resembles the 
prototype. Plato had this Idea^ in mind when he sketched his 
state. His success in copying it depended on the incisiveness 
of his understanding and the skill of his representation. But 
even the most successful copy contains no guarantee that 
it may also be reproduced point for point in concrete condi- 
tions of any existing, mundane state. 

All of us, no doubt, share the convictions of Plato here 
presented about the relation of a sketch of an ideal to concrete 
reality. Scarcely one of the many propovmders of ethical 
systems as a whole, or of a system of politics and of society, 
imagined that with his presentation he would achieve the 
result that in a large commtmity all his proposed principles 
and requirements would be recognized as right and be minutely 
followed. On the contrary, each one of these authors, no doubt, 
hoped that some few would approve his thoughts and would 
take them as their guide; otherwise, there would be no sense 
in his giving expression to them. Each one of them also probably 
thought that with the aid of his book he could be useful and 
bring happiness to those individuals who would listen to him. 
This opinion was probably fostered by the conviction that 
what the author of the book proclaimed as the ideal was no 
chimera, but met the real conditions of human nature. Accord- 
ingly this ideal would be based on the universal order of things; 

1 See above, p. 222. 

^ It is clear that here too we may understand the term “Idea” as 
signifying the objective basis for our conception of a thing. The 
appeal to the celestial prototype indicates that Plato is not presenting 
chimerical dreams, that knowledge of man’s place in the scheme of 
nature is to serve as the prerequisite for the state which corresponds 
to human nature. 
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i.e. — as Plato expressed it — one could read it in the heavens. 
And as he also says : Even if it does not exist anywhere and 
never could be realized, it is nevertheless true and it ought 
to be realized. 

But Plato does not wish to ask anything of human beings 
which would not be useful to them. He believes that otherwise 
no enlightened person could follow his desires; on the contrary, 
everyone would have to follow his desires as soon as he com- 
pletely understood them. By connecting the useful with that 
which is prescribed as duty, we may imderstand how, in 
addition to the clear knowledge of the fact that the ideal can 
never enter completely into the forms of the perceptible world, 
the hope also arises that in the course of infinite time and 
under favourable circumstances the ideal demand will at least 
be realized for a short period of time. Thus Plato repeatedly 
and emphatically says that what he demands is not just a 
pious wish, but something realizable. Consequently the 
contradiction between these assurances, and my previously 
mentioned exposition of the impossibility of the complete 
realization of an ideal, would be only an apparent contradiction, 
in that, contrary to the objections of timid individuals, the 
possibility of a progressive approach to the ideal condition is 
for practical purposes identical with the attainment of this 
goal. Besides, when carefully considered, the assurances very 
probably refer only to the execution of individual, difficult 
measures, but not to the whole. 

The most effective means for the improvement of moral 
conditions (in connection with the already discussed relation 
between duty and happiness) must be education. Yet Plato 
probably clearly realizes that theoretical instruction is not 
sufficient to bring the mass to the right path, once it is entrapped 
in false conceptions and deceived by swindlers; on the con- 
trary, force is necessary to accomplish this. He also indicates 
how he must proceed who has the power and who imdertakes 
to introduce somewhere the constitution and mode of life 
described by him (Plato). He would have to begin by elimi- 
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NATING FROM THE CITIZENRY all bad and contrary elements. 
The simplest way of introducing it would be to banish to the 
country all the inhabitants of a city who are more than ten 
years old and to take the children, who completely depend on 
their leader, and to educate them according to the proposed 
principles. Of course, in this manner the desired condition of 
the state, in which perfect friendship and mutual trust between 
all citizens is to prevail, can only be brought about gradually. 
But since it cannot be attained in any other way except that all 
citizens be well educated, the sudden realization of the ideal 
is necessarily excluded. We must recall the saying that the good 
which has once been realized in the order of the state will make 
itself felt in ever larger circles.^ 

Therefore, if strong measures are necessary for beginning 
the practical foundation of the good, we may nevertheless 
conclude that its further development will proceed quietly. 
We may even ask whether we may not think of the end of this 
development as the existence of a millennium which will 
embrace the whole earth. From the very beginning, as Plato 
unfolds his ideal state, he does not think merely of his country; 
nor does he think only of the Hellenic world. That which he 
has to teach is to benefit the whole of humanity. He says, “If 
political power and scientific knowledge (philosophy) are not 
tmited in one person, then there is no end of evil for the states 
and also for mankind in general.”^ To begin with, he thinks 
of establishing a Hellenic ideal state; and the size of this state, 
according to his instruction, is to be moderate and easily 
surveyable.® However, the expression just used is also vahd 
in the sense that the inhabitants of a city who have ordered 
their affairs well will also propagate the movement, which they 
have initiated, by extending it beyond their narrow borders. 

In the form of an appendix to the doctrine of the state, 
Plato describes four defective forms of the state and sketches 

^ Republic, 424a : kuI fiijv voXnela, tavitep airal opfirjai) ei, epxetai wairep 
k6kXoq aviavopevrj. Cf. p. 272. 

“ Republic, 473d. * Republic, 470e, 423b. 
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for us certain negative counterparts of the ideal community. 
These descriptions of timocracy, plutocracy, democracy, 
and tyranny contain a treasure of political wisdom whose value 
is too little regarded. The same is true of the discussion which 
considers the origin of social organization to be based on the 
natural needs of man. Unfortunately, space forbids my giving 
examples of the whole discussion.^ 

These sections throw some new light on the ideal state. We 
can determine its concept by indicating the purpose which it 
serves and thus we arrive at the proposition: In accordance 
with its ideal concept, society exists for procuring the greatest 
amoimt of happiness for the persons living in it. Therefore, 
it seems that the first social organizations entered into by men 
without careful reflection are not adequate for the concept, 
that these “temporary states” are not yet states in the full and 
true sense of the word. We arrive at this result by the reflec- 
tion that the spiritual needs of human nature, which are most 
deeply rooted in it, can find as yet very little consideration in 
these communities. However, if we also wish to apply to the 
state the point of view, according to which the “necessarily 
given nature” is to serve (p. 178 f.) as a standard for ever5rthing 
developing in time, then we should always find group organi- 
zation to be in accordance with this standard wherever society 
is in a process of development. This development enhances the 
happiness of the citizens and increases their numbers wherever 
attention is directed toward the awakening of the spiritual 
capacities, toward the activity and the strengthening of the 
powers inherent in these capacities, and wherever morality 
comes into Being and education, the important means of 
furthering it, is perfected. On the other hand, in the Laws 
Plato pronounces the harsh judgment about all existing states, 
which he knows, that they are organizations more for disorder 
and civic strife than for order and imity.^ 

^ Again I refer to the detailed discussion of my Platons Stoat, Darstel- 
lung des Inhalts, and my Platon, II. 

* Laws, 715 : (nacsimxelaQ, dAA’ oi TioAtrelu? tovtovq <j)aiiev, and 832c: rd? 
od voXixeiaz . . ., d'e woAAdws elpr/Ka iv rots -npoaOev Aoyoig, drj/iOKpaxlav 
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The striking tutelage of art in the Platonic state is connected 
with the express purpose of the state and with the educational 
task which arises from it for the ruler. Not only do we come 
across the demand of the statesman in the Republic that citizens 
subject themselves to his will, but we meet it also in the Laws. 
And since it is there based on a more elaborate theory of 
education, I consider it in order, for the present, to put aside 
those suggestions of the Republic which are related to this 
point. 

6. The Statesman is most closely connected^ with the Sophist, 
the introduction of which gives us the theme for both dialogues, 
namely, to define a sophist and a statesman, so that it may 
become clear how both are related to each other and to the 
philosopher. The result is that the sophist appears as an 
imitator of appearance and as a master in dissembling, but by 
his conjuring skill he can play the role of philosopher before 
the mass; thus he is fundamentally different from the philo- 
sopher, who strives for nothing but knowledge of truth and of 
reality. Similarly the demagogic, popular orator, who blindly 
harangues about the good and bad, the weals and woes of the 
state, is also fundamentally different from the real statesman 
who has insight into the highest aims of human life and who, 
therefore, possesses the right standard for the judging of all 
human arts and human striving. Between the lines we can read 
that the sophist and the demagogue are united in one person, 
and that the true philosopher is identical with the true 
statesman. 

We are prepared for the definition of the statesman 
by having his work compared with that of the weaver. Just as 
the good weaver weaves a piece of cloth which is to be strong 


Kui dXiyapxlav kcu rvpawlda . Tovtcov yap 6r) mAirela p,kv ovdepia, aramcoreiai 
Si Tiaaai kiyoivT av opOorara — ^with this it is represented as contrary 
to reason, as complete deformity. Presumably present-day states would 
be no less harshly criticized by Plato. Cf. Epistles VII, 326a. 

‘ Cf. p. 176. 


Y 
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and beautiful from threads of opposite nature, the firm threads 
forming the warp, and the soft, loosely spun threads the woof; 
so the statesman has to take care that the opposite mental 
characteristics are woven into harmonious unity, that is to 
say, he has to see to it that the fiery, quick temperaments and 
the gentle, deliberative and moderate ones of the citizens 
whom he guides mutually supplement each other. Above all 
he must see to it that those men who have as much as possible 
combined these two opposite natures hold the leading positions, 
i.e., that they participate in the govermnent, or that men of 
quiet and gentle temperament stand at the side of and are in 
agreement with those of an easily excitable and courageous 
temperament. The simplest means to arrive at such an arrange- 
ment is the spiritual bond of a common conviction as to what 
constitutes the general duty and vocation of mankind. Wherever 
that exists, the natural differences in ability and disposition 
will adjust themselves to such a degree that they will lose all 
ruggedness, that the stormy natures will become calm, that the 
quiet natures will fortify themselves and that both, in a stimu- 
lating and vivifying manner, will mutually influence each other. 
Therefore, the greatest task of the statesman is to bring about 
this accord concerning the highest ideals of life by instruction 
and education. In addition to the spiritual there is also a physical 
bond which consists in adjusting the differences by expressly 
arranged marriages. For the conclusion of these marriages, 
considerations as to comfort, money, or noble lineage must not 
be the deciding factors; but only that point of view must be 
decisive which insists that the natural endowment of the one 
finds its completion in the other; otherwise one-sided traits 
would reinforce themselves from generation to generation and 
after a few generations would develop into effeminacy or 
brutality. To retain our analogy of the weaver, we may say 
that this bond is easily formed for him who has previously 
woven the spiritual in that he has established among the 
citizens uniformity of conviction about what is right and good. 
He who is not capable of performing this task of the weaver 
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is no true statesman.^ Whereas he who has the necessary 
knowledge for it — ^perhaps the most difficult and most important 
knowledge to be had — deserves to be called by this distinguished 
name or by one of similar meaning, viz., that of ruler or king, 
and it matters little imder what actual conditions he is privi- 
leged to work; even when he has no opportunity, he is to show 
his kingly art.^ 

In many ways the expositions of the Republic are substan- 
tiated by the Statesman, written at a later time. And yet here 
we hear nothing of the division of the citizens into three 
classes with strict division of labour; this division constitutes 
one of the most striking features of the Republic. Nor do we 
find in the Statesman the slightest trace of the psychological 
assumption on which the three-fold division, as that is found 
in the Republic, is based.® Similarly, it lacks every indication 
of the abolition of private property for one part of the citizens 
of the state and of the fundamental thesis of equality for men 
and women. 

Certain other differences between the two dialogues are not 
important; as, for example, when the Statesman gives six types 
of the “temporary” states. He arrives at these by distinguishing 
between monarchy, oligarchy, and democracy, and then he 
introduces into this division the distinction of how the position 
of power was obtained, whether by force or lawlessly or whether 
by voluntary consent or lawfully.* We will not do violence to 

1 Statesman, sogd. ^ 2920 ff. ® Cf. above, p. 73 (282). 

* In this connection the following judgment ensues : In so far as the 
governments are lawful, one can live best imder a king, less well in 
a democracy. Conversely, if they are unlawful, it is easiest to live in 
a democracy which, since its authority is divided, lacks power and 
vigour, so that, when compared with the other constitutions, it can 
accomplish little good or evil. The worst existence is to be found under 
a tyrant. On the other hand, the rule of classes occupies an inter- 
mediate position even here — whether (as apunoKpmla) it holds to 
laws or whether (as oMyapxla) it is not concerned with them. Thus 
there would result the following gradation: lawful monarchy, lawful 
aristocracy, democracy regulated by law, unbridled rule of the masses, 
party rule of the few, tyranny. 
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the meaning of the Republic if we duplicate, at least in part, 
the typical constitutions by also distinguishing a lawful and 
an unlawful subtype. And even the Statesman does not take 
very seriously the division of the different types of constitutions 
and their evolution. At any rate, the explanation is given very 
much in the spirit of the Republic: Everything depends on 
whether the leaders of the state are informed and are experts 
or not. Therefore, the well-ordered state can only be under 
the leadership of one individual or under that of a few. If they 
rule without the consent of the citizens and break existing 
laws, they are fully justified in doing so, provided they have 
rightly understood their responsibilities, provided also that 
they direct the state with understanding, with justice, and that 
to the best of their ability they maintain and advance the 
citizens in true virtue. It is ludicrous if we criticize a statesman 
who, contrary to law and tradition, brings about a better and 
more rational justice and higher virtue and morality in the 
state. Even if he goes contrary to all possible other rules and 
regulations, he does not thereby sin against the spirit of his 
art, the art of statesmanship, which seeks to base and to promote 
the good in human society.^ 

It is, of coiurse, impossible for one individual to decide on 
all cases; just as it is impossible for the teacher of gymnastics, 
who groups many students for common practice, to take 
into consideration the special needs of each individual in the 
group. Therefore, general regulations and laws, whether 
written or imwritten, are good and useful as a makeshift. 
He who has the power to make such laws, however, must 
also have the power to change them and to replace them by 
new ones. 

7. To his great work, the Laws,^ Plato gave the following 
form: An Athenian, a Lacedaemonian, and a Cretan are 

‘ Republic, 296c. 

“ Cf. my detailed work, Platos Gesetze, Darstellung des Inhalts ^ 
Leipzig, 1896. 
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exchanging ideas about the constitution of the state and about 
legislation. The Cretan is the first to explain how the legislator 
of his own city has directed all his legislation concerning public 
and private life with a view toward war. He approves this and 
the Lacedaemonian heartily agrees. The Athenian raises 
objections: The concern about the internal conditions of the 
state is even more important than the concern about its external 
relations, i.e., its position of power with reference to other 
states. Just as peace and friendship must exist among the 
members of a household and in the circle of relatives of the 
individual, so peace and friendship must exist among all 
the citizens of a state. These are most important for the growth 
and the prosperity of a commimity. The condition in which 
good understanding is arrived at by a mutual limitation of 
rights is to be preferred to the condition in which one part of 
the citizens — even if it shotild be the better part — possesses 
unlimited power, obtained by uprooting or by subjecting the 
opposing part. Theognis rightly praises the man who shows 
himself to be honourable and trustworthy in civil strife as 
being superior to all others. He it is who is a hero in the full 
sense of the word; he is not only courageous and steadfast 
towards the pain and dangers threatening him from the enemy, 
but also courageous and steadfast toward the temptations of 
sensual enjoyment, conceit, and force. The foremost duty of 
the legislator must be to train such men, and he must search 
for all possible means by which to attain this end. Reason 
commands this and law must be the expression of this 
demand. 

This is in entire agreement with the Republic and the States- 
man, and it characterizes the highest goal of legislation or 
public order, viz., the production of the moral excellence of 
the citizens, who will be happy in this excellence. Then follow 
expositions about the certain means for the attainment of this 
goal, viz., education. Psychological considerations lead to 
the realization that intellectual as well as physical education 
must begin in early youth and must continue to old age; the 
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preparation for public festivals and dances is to provide 
opportunity for this continued education. 

8. Then follows an historical review which covers a long 
period of time and which is to test the correctness of the 
principles advanced so far. 

The legislator may learn the following lessons from history: 
He must not tolerate absolute power. Absolute power will of 
necessity make a tyrant of a youthful king. But complete 
democracy is also dangerous. The happiness and the prosperity 
of the group depend on the right mixture and combination of 
monarchy and democracy. But how is this mixture to be pro- 
duced from existing conditions? The Athenian maintains that 
a good legislator must always be present to lay the foimdation 
for the happiness of the state. But the most favourable con- 
ditions which the legislator could wish for himself, as the actual 
preliminary condition for the application of his knowledge, 
would be that the power of the state be in the hands of an 
absolute ruler^ who is young and excellently endowed, and who 
has suflScient self-mastery and temperance to inspire complete 
confidence in him as a legislator of greatest insight; by his 
power such a ruler will carry out what will be for the well- 
being of the whole community. Furthermore, since the 
establishment of a new order which goes contrary to the trend 
of old customs will always face great difficulties, the most 
favourable conditions would present themselves where an 
entirely new city was to be founded. 

9. For the founding of such a new city state, the following 
principles are laid down: The inhabitants are to consist of 
citizens and slaves. In their political claims and duties, all 
citizens are to be essentially equal. The firm basis for citizen- 
ship consists in having each individual family possess a plot of 
land which is to be as much as possible of equal value with the 
others. From this follows the location of the city for the prac- 

‘ A Tvpawo;. We would say a dictator. 
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tically necessary division of the state; it is to be a location 
which includes a certain number of lots. The size of these lots 
is determined by the fact that each must adequately supply a 
family with food. It is essential for the whole state and so for 
the expansion of the state that the military strength of the 
combined families be adequate to defy any attack by the enemy. 
The lots are indivisible and inalienable; their boundaries are 
well marked and described in public records. Each lot is also 
provided with an inviolable outfit, including the necessary 
implements.^ The working of these lots is done by slaves — it 
would be more correct to say by a villain peasantry. They 
receive a good share of the produce of the cultivated fields. 
To the owners of the land they must deliver only as much “as 
is necessary for moderate living.”^ Even in the state sketched 
in the Laws, there is to be no accumulation of fortunes. It is, 
therefore, not necessary to produce more than the population 
can consume. The maximum amount of personal property 
allowed is put at four times the amount which each family 
under all circumstances must have for their establishment and 
for the management of their property. With reference to the 
difference between the lowest and the highest amount possessed 
by anyone, four different classes of wealth are formed. The 
officials also keep exact record about the status of personal 
property; these records record every unusual increase and 
every loss. Thus the right of possession is, at all times, per- 
fectly clear.® 

A sojourn up to twenty years may be granted to foreigners. 
They are permitted to engage in trade in the market-place, 

‘ Very likely consisting mainly of animals and implements; for the 
citizens are not to possess silver and gold. It is decreed that the mone- 
tary fines imposed may never be so great as to diminish the necessary 
means of the one fined to carry on the cultivation of the soil. 

“ Laws, 8o6e. 

® Disputes over titles of possession are decided as much as possible 
in accordance with the public records of ownership; if their evidence 
is not decisive, then the three oldest of the guardians of the laws adjust 
matters within three Laws, days. 9i4d. 
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in handicraft, and industry; they may also offer their services 
as teachers of the gymnastic and the musical arts, as comedians 
and the like, and they have no contributions to make from 
their earnings, nor do they have to pay a sojourner’s tax. The 
state is satisfied if they are engaged in productive trade for 
its citizens and if they obey its laws, whose protection is also 
assured them. Since they have no political duties, they are also 
deprived of political rights and their treatment for certain 
misdemeanours differs from that of the citizens. Like slaves, 
they must expect corporal ptmishment under certain conditions. 

10. The DUTIES of the citizens are very simple. They have to 
prepare and keep themselves ready for military service and, in 
case of need, they must defend their country with arms and 
must also aid neighbouring states, in case these are unjustly 
attacked by an enemy. In addition, each citizen must rear and 
maintain a family. Then, too, each one may some day be in the 
position where he will have to take over the affairs of the state, 
i.e., in the event that he should be elected to some public office. 
One might think that the citizens lead a rather comfortable 
life. But this would not be in accordance with Plato’s purpose. 
He takes express caution against such a conception. A com- 
fortable life, he says, would most certainly lead to effeminacy 
and, in time, into slavery brought about by other, more 
hardened natures. But the truth of the matter is that there is 
enough and more than enough work for the citizens to do. The 
high task of training the body and the mind to the greatest 
achievements requires all of their time. It is even necessary that 
they make use of their time in accordance with a strict schedule 
of work which holds for men and women. Early in the morning 
after a brief night’s rest, the work is to begin. In addition, 
here as in the Republic, common meals are instituted, which 
are tmder proper supervision and which are accompanied by 
regular sacrifices. The consequence of this is that all divide the 
day in the same manner. 

We are more definitely informed about the regular activities 
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of youth. There is universal compulsory education for boys 
and girls from the ages of ten to approximately the eighteenth 
year. Naturally, the schools are concerned with the physical 
as well as the intellectual training of the pupils. For three years 
they are instructed in reading and writing; for four years they 
are to receive instruction in vocal and instrumental music and 
in language. Then we are told that in a general education, a 
certain elementary knowledge of arithmetic, of geometry, 
and of astronomy must necessarily be acquired; at least to the 
same extent that each child in Egypt acquires such knowledge 
in play. 

Even the games and exercises of the pre-school years are 
carefully regulated. By means of these games at a very early 
age the child is to be taught to co-operate with other individuals, 
to subordinate itself to another’s command, i.e., it is to be 
taught obedience. In part the children will invent their own 
games ; but under the direction of the supervisors they will be 
taught definite, purposeful, and good games. 

It is also noteworthy that the demands made of the school 
are also made of the mothers; in rearing their children, they 
may not neglect to exercise the left hand in addition to the 
right. Plato remarks that the Scythians serve as a good example 
in this particular. Every ability must be fully employed, in 
order that it may not deteriorate because of lazy habits. 
Evidently by nature both hands are equally capable. In a 
serious combat he who has trained both arms equally well will 
prove to be superior to his opponent who is skilled only in 
the use of his right arm. 

He who has graduated from school will find a certain 
incentive for continuing his gymnastic and liberal training in 
the FESTIVALS which are every month regularly arranged in 
honour of the many gods and in which the whole community 
participates, celebrating them with dance and athletic contests. 
So as not to lose the skill acquired in the use of weapons, 
special military festivities are provided. These also take place 
once a month and last at least one day, but they may last 
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longer. Whether they shall extend beyond one day depends on 
the free judgment of the government, which also has it in its 
power to determine in each individual case whether only a part 
of those capable of bearing arms shall participate in the 
manoeuvres or whether all shall participate, and whether the 
W’omen and the children shall be present. Special arrangements 
are also made for the military training of the young men. 

II. In order to understand fully Plato’s suggestion about the 
combined intellectual development of adults, we must proceed 
from Plato’s theory of education. In doing so, we may very 
well bring in isolated expositions from the Republic. From it 
we already know that Plato incorporated as part of the purposes 
of the state the cultivation of virtue (and piety), that he thought 
of all education as civic education; thus he brought the art of 
education, pedagogy, into the most intimate relation with the 
government of the state. The leader of the state must be the 
educator of the citizens; he must be the state pedagogue. 
These convictions can also be amply substantiated by very 
definite statements from the Laws. Besides, in the Republic we 
find the statement that education by means of the two customary 
branches of gymnastics and music (i.e., the training of the body 
and the mind) must be begun with the little child, because 
even before its mind can be trained, it unconsciously experi- 
ences the educative or deteriorating effect which all the objects 
of its environment, the objects of nature, and the objects of art 
with which it comes in contact, the tones which it hears, have 
on its nature. By pleasant and playftil activity of its powers, it 
is to be brought into the spiritual disposition which its reason 
will later learn to recognize as the right one. From such 
propositions follows the demand for the strict supervision over 
all products of the artisan and of the artist by the philosophical 
leaders of the state. In the Republic we find such provisions as : 
It is thought that whenever irregularity and disorder set in 
in play it is something which concerns only the form of 
recreation and of entertainment; the consequences, however. 
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will be serious rebellion against the customary morality and 
law in all realms. Conversely, it is by well-ordered play that 
the education of the yoimg generation is most certainly equipped 
with a sense for the good. And just as play is here represented 
as the most important beginning of all education in childhood, 
similarly the exhortation is also given for the education of later 
years that it be conducted more in a playful spirit than with 
force, since force is unworthy of a free man and is not 
appropriate in spiritual matters, such as learning. 

To supplement these propositions, we may take the following 
from the Laws: Education (TratSeia) is instruction in perfect 
virtue, in the possession of which man is morally good and in 
which he follows the commands of reason or the laws of the 
state, which are the expression of a higher reason. It is primarily 
concerned with consciously putting all of man’s inclinations 
and desires in the service of that one goal. To attain this goal, 
education must begin with the child as early as possible, even 
before the awakening of its understanding. In the meantime, 
it can employ two impulses of human nature,^ impulses which 
manifest themselves very early, and without any definite 
purpose begin to make themselves known in play, viz., the 
impulse to move the members of the body and the impulse to 
produce soimds. The unhampered unfolding and the activity 
of these impulses are accompanied by a sensation of pleasure; 
this activity becomes pleasant play and it is always begtm with 
renewed pleasure. Thus, at the same time that this impulse is 
strengthened by practice, the habit is developed of manifesting it 
in a definite direction. The free, playful expression and activity 
of these impulses can take place in various ways and in various 
directions. If the determining of the direction is left to chance 
or purposive, evil influence, it may greatly stray from what 
reason prescribes. The task of education consists in obviating 

* The Republic expressed the conviction that education can only 
set out from the natural impulses of human nature and can only 
develop existing inclinations; that it cannot put anything into man 
for which he does not have an inclination. Cf. also p. 292 above. 
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such a departure; thereforej it must do away with all influences 
which bring these deviations about, and by regulating the 
playful activity, it must bind this activity to measure and order 
and so keep it in harmony with the precepts of reason. Thus 
from the very beginning education produces a good character 
in the children whom it directs. Their games will have a nobler 
content and more beautiful forms. For beauty is visible 
expression of moral character. We are told that its artistic 
completion finds expression in the bodily movements in dance, 
while the formation of soimds finds expression in melodic song 
which accompanies the dances and which embodies good 
thoughts; both are joined in the festival dances given in honour 
of Apollo and the Muses. 

With this a firmer basis is given to the proposition that the 
regularly scheduled festivals with their dances are means to 
keep alive the spiritual interests of the citizens. But almost 
immediately something additional follows. If the festivals are 
really to accomplish what Plato demands of them, viz., that 
they serve as an important educational means for all citizens, 
then the artistic presentations must be well prepared. The 
choruses mto which the whole citizenry is divided according 
to age evidently serve the purpose of their preparation. He 
speaks of choruses for boys, for young men, and for older men.^ 
We are told that the Muses and Apollo are the patrons for the 
first two; that Dionysus^ is the patron of that for the older 
men; and that separately all three practise “dances” and 
“songs” at their regular gatherings. At times he also mentions 
choruses for girls, for young women, and for older women. 

In these choruses I see a supplement and continuation of 
school, from which they differ in that foreigners serve as paid 

* The “old ones,” yepovrsg, including men from 30 to 60 years of age. 

* We cannot discuss the custom of drinking wine at the meetings of 
the men’s chorus and also at certain carousals of the yoimg men 
instituted by the state, arranged in accordance with the principle that 
wine “rejoices the heart of man” and that “in vino veritas” makes 
itself known. Compare what I have said on this point in my com- 
mentary to the Lam, p. 58, and Platon, II, 683-690. 
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teachers in the schools and only impart the indispensable basis 
of knowledge and technical skill; whereas here the citizens and 
the children of the citizens gather, in order to cultivate freely 
their spiritual interest. I think of their meetings and their 
practices as taking place daily and as occupying a good part 
of the day (which is also rigidly divided for work, even for 
those who have outgrown school). 

12. In addition, special arrangement is made for the scientific 
and practical perfection of the best-endowed natures. 
Beginning with the first years of their membership in the 
chorus of old men, i.e., from the thirtieth year on, these 
outstanding individuals may be asked to attend the sessions of 
a committee of government or the council of state, which take 
place daily before sunrise at a time of day when it is most 
quiet and when the time is less taken up with other matters. 

Under the title “committee of government” or “cotmcil of 
state,” I should like to include the regular members of the 
so-called early assembly, or as it is more frequently called the 
nightly assembly. The following are the highest ofiicials of the 
state of the Laws: The director of public instruction with his 
immediate predecessors, the members of the highest judiciary 
body (about fifteen in all), the ten oldest members of the 
college of regents, the guardian of the laws,^ as well as those 
men who, with the permission of or upon the commission of 
the state, have been on scientific journeys in foreign countries 
and who have given satisfactory reports on them; all these are 
old men who are still active and in good health. Each one must 
at least have passed his fiftieth year; most of them are closer 
to seventy than to fifty. Each one of them has to select from 
the number of young men an individual whom he introduces 
into this illustrious circle as the man who enjoys his special 
confidence and whom he is educatmg as his personal aid. This 
body of men, meeting every morning, plays a very important 
role. The duty of these men, we are told, is to supervise the laws. 

^ We shall speak again of all these offices later. 
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They must have a clear understanding of the purpose and 
the goal of the state and must not only know that it is the 
excellence of the citizens which makes the state perfect and 
that this excellence is to be the undeviating guide for all 
politics, but they must also have exact and certain insight into 
the nature of human excellence, and they must show this 
insight in their own actions as well as in their judgment of the 
actions, the regulations, and the arrangements of others. This 
is only possible if they have a more thorough and a more 
complete education than that which is prescribed for the masses, 
if they know how to apprehend the concept of all individual 
and among themselves differing presentations, if they recognize 
this concept as the dominating unity to which all must be 
referred, and if, when setting out from such a unity, they 
discover^ the many isolated conditions and things in which this 
vmity is active. In particular, they must have a more profound 
insight into the nature of God than the masses, who must be 
satisfied with following the authority of tradition on these 
matters. As much as possible, they should give a scientific basis 
for their religious belief by acquiring knowledge of the human 
soul and of reason, which is active in the order of the whole 
world and which manifests itself in the orderly movements of 
the stars. Thus in a certain sense they will represent the 
EMBODIED REASON OF THE STATE. Here a thorough education in 
philosophy is demanded of the members of the guardian 
council of the state, and thereby also for the highest offices of 
the state of whose incumbents the council of state is composed. 
This requirement is similar to the requirements laid down in 
the Republic for the philosophically inclined natures which are 
to be educated as the rulers of the ideal state.^ 

13. I shall omit from my discussion the excellent, hortatory 
introduction to the laws about marriage, which are appended 
^ Laws, 965c and 963c. 

* It is also true that the “perfect guardians” are the embodied reason 
of the state. The wisdom of the state consists in their wisdom, just as 
its courage consists in the courage of the second class. See above, p. 73 f. 



PRACTICAL PHILOSOPHY OF LATER DIALOGUES 351 

to the lawful provisions about the division of the citizenry into 
classes. But I must call attention to one peculiarity which, as 
it seems to me, is worthy of being imitated. I mean the 
introduction of the “guardians of marriage” who are selected 
from women who have proved themselves and who in an 
exemplary married life have reared children; these guardians 
have as their duty to keep a watch over the married life of 
newly weds, and to this end they are provided with tactful and 
practical instructions. 

The discussion of marital relations naturally leads to the 
question of what treatment is accorded woman in the state of 
the Laws. The fundamental principle holds that the feminine 
sex must be educated as much as possible for the state. If the 
legislator should completely neglect the women who constitute 
one-half of the citizenry, then his work is only half done and 
he can produce only half of the happiness which would 
otherwise follow from his laws. The Athenian leader of the 
conversation believes that a definite plan of life, i.e., a daily 
routine of work, is without doubt as necessary for the women 
as it is for the men. And however much they may object, the 
conunon meals are also to be extended to them. But, during 
these meals, they are to remain by themselves and separated 
from the tables of the men. Gymnastic and musical exercises, 
as well as contests, are also arranged for them. Naturally 
therefore they must attend the gymnasia and the schools. But 
separation of sexes is expressly prescribed here and that from 
the sixth year on. Yet the objects of their exercises are not 
different because of this.^ The girls also are to be able to ride, 
to use the bow, the spear, and the sling. Detailed arrangement 
is made for the yoimg girls to engage in military exercises to 
the extent that they may know how to use the weapons and to 
be able to dance in armour. The women, on the contrary, are 
to learn to manoeuvre and carry out strategical plans, in order, 

^ Besides it is said, 8o2e : The songs for the choruses for women must 
differ in quality of tone and rhythm from those for men; they must 
correspond to the different characters of the two sexes. 



352 THE ESSENCE OF PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY 

we are told, that in extreme necessity they do not show them- 
selves less able and more cowardly than birds who defend their 
brood. The limiting of women’s military duties is compensated 
for by the duties which a woman has to assume as mother. 
It is presupposed that a woman during the first ten years of 
her marriage gives all her time and energy to children. 

The highest ofiices of the state are filled only by men.^ But 
there are other, highly important ofiices which are filled only 
by women. In addition to the office of guardian of marriage, 
there is that of supervisor of play. And in various councils 
women sit at the side of men. 

14. Besides, it seems to me that from the rather detailed 
arrangements about the offices and their incumbents the 
following is worthy of note; The college of the “guardians of 
the law” together with the council constitutes the real govern- 
ment. These must be irreproachable men from fifty to seventy 
years of age. 

The council of the people,^ which shares with the “guardians 
of the law” the care for the current business, is to be selected 
by voting and consist of an equal number from each of the 
four property classes. The active and passive right to vote 
belongs to all adult citizens. 

The council of selected magistrates constitutes a type of 
disciplinary court or the highest court of justice.® We have met 
all these councillors as members of the council of state. In age 
they range from fifty to seventy-five. It is said of this body of 
men that they are to embody the Idea of justice, which as the 
one ruling principle lies at the basis of all regulations of the 
state. But their task is to supervise the functioning of all the 
other oflBices of the state. 

The office of minister of education is considered as the most 
important office in the state. The man who holds, it must in 

‘ It is hardly believable that, according to Plato, a woman could ever 
have held the highest position in the ideal state of the Republic. 

* The ^ovXfj. ® Zeller says. Supreme Court {Staatsgerichtshof). 
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every way be, as much as possible, the ablest man of all the 
citizens. Only those guardians of the law who have children by 
legitimate marriages, if possible boys and girls, are eligible for 
this office. The term of office is five years. 

We know that in the Laws and in the Republic the education 
and instruction of the citizens appear as the first and highest 
duty of the state, that all regulations of the state are to be 
evaluated according to what they contribute to this. We know 
that the whole organization of life is considered as part of the 
means of education, that in addition to gymnastics and music, 
i.e., in addition to the games, the various subjects in the 
curriculum, the sciences, the plastic arts, and the handicrafts 
must also be viewed from the pedagogical viewpoint. Among 
other things we are told that no poet is to be allowed to show 
his poem to any person until it has been approved by the 
director of education and has been judged as worthy of 
distribution. (This, of course, applies to other artists also.) 
Thus we understand how Plato lets the aged Athenian assure 
us that the man who holds this office has few quiet hours, 
because he is fully conscious of his great responsibihty. We 
also understand why express authority has been given him to 
enlist as his aids whomever he pleases of men and women, and 
whomever he considers to be fit for this work. 

It is self-evident that the minister of public instruction must 
belong to the council of state. 

The responsibilities of this highest official coincide in many 
ways with those of the guardians of the law, of whom it is also 
incidentally said that they are to co-operate with him. His aids, 
however, are the supervisors of the schools and of the gymnasia, 
the directors of the different choruses and festivals, as well as 
the women supervisors of children’s games. 

We also hear of such other officials as supervisors of the city, 
the market, and the country; officers of the army; priests, 
treasurer of the temple, etc.; and finally different classes of 
judges. 

Especially noteworthy is the great difference in the mode of 
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election which is employed for electing the various individuals 
for the different offices. All details are carefully arranged, in 
order to meet the requirement that the government shall steer 
for the middle course between absolutism and democratic 
freedom.^ 

The provisions concerning jurisdiction and the judiciary 
officials, the measures for assuring the defence of the state, 
and the excellently conceived agrarian legislation, with its 
statistics concerning production and its prudent provision for 
the cheap distribution of the produce of the land, probably 
deserve fuller consideration. But in this limited exposition 
there is no room for this.^ 

15. At this stage, I shall consider only a few propositions 
which throw light on these points. It is stated, “Even the filling 
of vacancies in the court is in a certain sense the choice of 
magistrates.” And the fundamental contention is advanced that 
all citizens take part in the administration of justice, since by 
doing so they become most clearly conscious of the enjoyment 
of their civic right; whereas “he who is excluded from the 
responsibility of participating in trials, believes himself entirely 
excluded from the state.” And “Each state would cease to be 
a state if its courts were no longer properly administered.” 
The games for the youth and all gymnastic exercises and 
competitions are so arranged that they may serve as a prepara- 
tion for serious, warlike purposes. Military service covers a 
long period (for men it extends to the sixtieth year) ; and it is 
taken very seriously. (In case of necessity even the women who 
can bear arms and who have been trained in the use of arms 
are called upon to defend their country.) In case of need all 
the citizens, in a very large measure, dispose of the produce of 
an individual field ; this is done in accordance with the expressed 

^ Plato says of the manner of election of the council, Lam, 756 e 
atpeatg offrto ytyvofthtj niaov dv ixoi povapxiKfjg Kal dtipoKpariKfjg 
•noXtteCag, ^5 del del pieasmiv rf/v voXiTelav. 

® Again I refer to my works : Platos Gesetze, Darstellung des Inhalts; 
Platos Gesetze, Kommentar zum griech. Text; and Platon, II. 
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provision that no person, who through no fault of his own but 
through misfortune got into difficulty and was incapacitated to 
earn his livelihood, shall suffer in the state; not even a slave.’^ 
In managing and cultivating his plot of ground, the owner is 
bound by state regulations which determine the limits for 
everything which is concerned with the feeding of the populace; 
only within these limits may the cultivation of the soil and the 
breeding of animals take place. Thus, in various ways the 
fundamental proposition is expressed that the individual has 
his share of the land and his house assigned to him as his 
property, but he may regard what is thus given him only as a 
portion of property which belongs to the whole co mm u n ity, 
and he is to use it in this sense. At the same time, it is impressed 
on him that he is to remember the sacredness of his native soil.** 

All laws are so made that they give a great deal of freedom 
to the judge in passing judgment. For, we are told, wherever 
the judges’ benches are filled with men who are educated and 
who possess good character (and a good state sees to it that 
this will take place), there, in addition to the few model cases 
in accordance with which matters can be decided, it is enough 
to indicate certain limits within which the judicial imposition 
of punishment must take place. Only in states whose judiciary 
system is bad (where the elections are carried out with cowardly 
secrecy, or where in the execution of justice open partiality is 
shown by giving expression to approval or to disapproval) 
would it be necessary to determine in detail the exact penalties 
for all conceivable cases. 

Again I must pass over the very noteworthy details of 

* Therefore, the state can and must suppress begging. The beggar 
is expelled from the state. Laws, 936c. 

“ Thus, at the end of Bk. II, we read : “Just as there must be a definite 
limit set for the various products of the land and the entire food 
supply, so the vine will be cultivated on a very limited and on a very 
small scale.” And in Laws, 740a we have the general principle expressed 
that every one of the citizens “consider the particular plot of ground 
which is his by lot as being the common property of the whole state and 
that, since the earth is their parent, they tend her more than children 

rtarpntQ ** 
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legislation concerning murder, beating to death, bodily injury, 
depriving of freedom, robbery, and the regulations of trade and 
of the exchange of goods. Yet I should like to mention that 
great care is given to the protection of the weak (including 
the slaves) and that strict penalties are imposed for exploitation 
of their weakness and the abuse of one’s advantage. E.g., a 
guardian of the laws who, as member of the guardians of 
orphans, was found by judicial investigation to have neglected 
his duty, must expect not only a fine but also removal from 
office. The physician or the teacher of gjinnastics who has sold 
a sick slave as a healthy one must, upon complaint, not only 
take him back for the same price but he must repay double 
the purchase price paid for him. While the average person, 
who, through superstition and witchcraft, is engaged in the 
mixing of salves and potions and other similar things, can in 
accordance with the decision of the court be more or less 
severely punished, the physician, the seer, and the augur who 
practise these things shall be condemned to death. He who 
takes the fruits of the field from his neighbour is subject to a 
relatively severe pimishment, whereas this same crime is 
otherwise considered a mild offence. If a citizen has an illicit 
relation with a slave and a child is born as a consequence, she 
will thereby win her freedom (but she with her child must 
leave the country). No one shall suffer for crimes which he 
himself has not committed. For that reason a penalty must 
never extend to the offspring of the guilty person. If, by 
sentencing the father, the children have lost their provider, 
they are treated like orphans and receive the corresponding 
care from the state. 



CHAPTER V 


PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY OF ART 

I. Among the peculiarities of Plato’s ideal state, we have 
already noticed, among other things, the strict supervision of 
ART by the ruler of the state.^ The demands have a puritanical 
rigidity. They are so stated that one might think that the 
person who proposed them was void of all artistic sensitivity 
and understanding. The only poems the poet is permitted to 
write are “hymns to the gods and songs in honour of virtuous 
men.” And the artists working in the plastic arts — even the 
simple tradesman — are no less limited. They too are “in need 
of supervision which is to keep their pictures or their buildings 
or some other work coming from their hand from representing 
bad, ignoble opinion, lack of discipline, and barbarity.” He 
who does not want to submit himself to this limitation “must 
be deprived of his trade,” in order that young people do not 
“like young cattle on a noxious meadow” carry away a greater 
evil (the corruption of their souls^) from the representa- 
tions of wickedness which are daily offered them in small 
doses by their whole environment as their spiritual nourish- 
ment. 

The dwellings, rather the barracks, in which the guardians 
(men and women) of the state spend their lives, in common 
with all their colleagues, are very simply furnished; the 
guardians are even forbidden to make use of objects of gold 
and of every article of adornment.® Plastic art also plays a very 
minor role in the Laws with its regulations concerning luxuries 
which permit neither gold, nor silver, nor ivory to be offered 
to the gods; they permit only wood and stone and woven 
articles and limit the work of the artist on these things to 
one day.'* 


• See pp. 328, 337. 
® Republic, 4160 f. 


^ Republic, 401b. 
* Laws, 9556 f. 



358 THE ESSENCE OF PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY 

And yet Plato was endowed by nature with the highest 
artistic gifts, so that he could, as tradition about his youth tells 
us, earnestly strive to compete with the great tragedians of 
Athens for the palm of victory. How profoimd and how lasting 
the impression was which he received from the poetical 
achievements of others is clearly evinced by the words with 
which he speaks of Horner.^ It is part of the tragedy of his life 
that he who so keenly felt in his being the fire of the divine 
madness of the poet^ had to deny himself free artistic activity. 
It is not without reason, even if at times with serious mis- 
understanding of his greatest gift — the scientific-philosophic — 
that he is often called the poet among philosophers. His 
marvellous style with its life-giving freshness, its union of 
flexibility, of abimdance and power, of splendour and precision, 
and its play of hilarity and dignity, has no parallel in the entire 
literature of the world. Plato knows that it is not the well- 
thought-out rules and the careful application of them which 
make the artist, but something incomprehensible which springs 
from the hidden depths of human nature. Nevertheless, he 
seeks to tone down this ardour, to dam up this tide which 
streams from this source, by rules which are to be carefully 
followed. At the border of the state, he hospitably entertains 
the imitator of Homer who seeks admission and shows him all 
honour “as if he were a holy, wonderful, and lovable man” ; 
but he does not admit him.® The reason is “there are no such 
people in our state.” And we have to be “satisfied with drier 
and less charming poetry and fables, because it is better to 
DO so.” Similarly in the Laws,* Plato denies entrance to the 
tragedians. “Do not believe that thoughtlessly we shall erect 
your stages in our agora and permit your actors with their 
speeches and their beautiful voices, which are heard above our 
own, to harangue our women, children, and all the people in 
order to spread different doctrines from our own about human 
endeavour with which we, too, are concerned.” In such rude 


* Especially 595bc and 607c ff. 

• Republic, 398a. 


“ Page 85. 

* Laws, 817a ff. 
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language Plato rejects the best which his native poetry offered 
him. 

He cannot do otherwise. Because the artist’s blood flows in 
his veins, he knows better than the cold critics the dangers of 
the emotional drive which, through the enjoyment of flattering 
performances, leads to over-confidence which is no longer 
subject to reason. “If you admit the honeyed muse^ of epic or 
lyric verse to the state, then pleasure and pain will rule the 
state” rather than reason and its laws.^ 

With the decay of rigid and chaste art, the decay of morality 
begins. This is also the meaning of the saying of Damon: 
“Nowhere are modes of music changed without at the same 
time affecting the most important laws of the state.”® Thus it 
was in Athens. Deterioration and barbarism originated in music 
and in the theatre. It began in that poets who were gifted, but 
who had not attained maturity in aesthetic taste, were lost in 
“obscure and wild excitement and were too susceptible to the 
stimuli of immediate pleasure,” and confused the heretofore 
strictly differentiated styles, as if there were no truth in art 
and as if the true standard for its creations were simply the 
pleasure which it produces, regardless of whether it is pleasure 
of a noble or of an ignoble nature. In this way they spoiled 
their public, which now began to claim for itself the right to 
decide in matters of taste. The places where formerly one could 
quietiy and reverently contemplate art were now filled with 
noise. And the tumultuous critique once let loose went further 
and soon recognized no authority. Therefore, that with which 
artistic performances are concerned is of the greatest impor- 
tance. At all times, the question is whether the individual 
becomes good or bad in the state. Hence no exception may be 
made; not even of poetry.* 

In excluding Homer and the tragedians, Plato himself is not 
altogether at ease. He feels the loss too keenly and is in search 
of a means to replace it. Much which produced poetic inspira- 


^ 'fjdvafiivrj fiovaa, 
® Republic^ 424c. 


2 Republic i 607a. 
^ Republic^ 608b. 
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tion will no doubt be useful and will be able to stand before 
the strictest moral judgment. All we need is to be selective. 
In the Laws this duty is imposed on the directors of public 
festivals. They are urged to have as large a collection of usable 
poems as possible and are constantly to be on the look-out to 
increase this store. In the Laws it is also recognized that 
formerly the theatre was an institution for the moral education 
of the people, and it is indicated that through wise legislation 
it can again be made such in the future.^ Plato also compares 
the fimdamental introductions which, according to the pattern 
given in the Laws, are to introduce the criminal code of the 
law, with poetic words which greet the human emotions in a 
friendly vein. Some have thought that he wanted to replace 
drama by his philosophic dialogues. But this is wrong. That 
all such substitutes are inadequate for him is evident from the 
fact that — already in the Republic — he calls on impartial persons 
to defend the poets whom he exiled. Only too gladly would he 
like to be shown, by convincing proof coming from eloquent 
lips, that the “joyful poetry” is not merely pleasant but also 
useful for the ordering of the states and for the life of man.* 

2. But in what, according to Plato, does the nature of art 
consist? What task is set the artist and how does he proceed 
in his activity? We would say: the object of art is the 
BEAUTIFUL. The task of the artist is to produce the beautiful. 
It would seem that with this the purpose, as well as the nature, 
of art were defined. The only question which still needs to be 
answered is: What is beauty? Plato asks this question and that 
quite early in the Greater Hippias, where, to be sure, he does 
not yet find a satisfactory answer. The Republic gives us 
additional help and finally we obtain a thorough exposition of 
it in the Laws. Here we are told that the opinion of the many 
is “that in competitive achievements those deserve the first 

^ Laws, 659b. 

2 As we shall see, Aristotle tried to make this defence later. Schiller 
made a much better and more convincing defence. 



PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY OF ART 


361 


prize who put us into the happiest and most pleasant frame of 
mind.” But it is clear that this answer would lead to complete 
subjectivism; for^ each one is best pleased with that which 
corresponds to his nature and education. Therefore, Plato says, 
“I shall grant the multitude this much, viz., that artistic 
productions must be judged according to taste this 

must not however be the taste of the next best, but rather that 
artistic achievement will be most beautiful which brings 
pleasure to the best and those adequately educated.” Shortly 
before^ he had advanced the definition: “All figures and 
melodies” — we may say all perceptible forms — “which are 
concerned with a good attribute of the soul or the body, 
whether indirectly or directly, are beautiful; whereas the 
opposite is true of those which are concerned with a bad 
attribute of the soul or of the body.” Already in the Republic 
the statement is made that the beautiful is an expression 
OF THE GOOD, of temperance, courage, ingenuousness, superi- 
ority, etc. The symbolic expression of psychic characteristics is 
possible^ in every form of external existence, in all matter. 
Noble and ignoble forms are to be had everywhere. Even the 
whole manner of man’s external appearance, his mien and his 
attitude and behaviour toward others, must be considered. 
Plato regards him as an artist who shows^ nobility of character 
in this manner. He intentionally placed this characterization of 
the genuinely virtuous man over against the art of the tragic 
poet and the actor who wish to represent a character which is 
foreign to them, a character into which they must enter and 
understand. In the Laws Plato replies to the tragic poets who 

‘ Cf. p. 77 f. “ Laws, 655b. 

^ Republic, 400d ff. “Eloquence, good disposition, noble posture 
and good inner discipline depend on truly good and noble intention.’’ 
This must be considered “in its widest extent for painting and every 
related activity; the same applies to weaving and embroidery, to archi- 
tecture and to the production of all vessels. But this also applies to the 
development of the body and of all living things. For everywhere there 
is noble and ignoble conduct,” etc. 

* The same is true of him who, because of such virtue, produces 
order and leads others to do the same. 
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seek admission to his state: “We ourselves are composers of a 
tragedy which we desire to make as beautiful as possible. The 
whole organization of our state is proposed as an imitation of 
the best and most beautiful manner of life which we consider 
to be, indeed, the most genuine tragedy.”^ Just as the pleasant 
produces an appearance of the good, so the charming, the 
alluring produces an appearance of the beautiful; but this 
appearance does not endure and shows itself to be deceptive 
in that the pleasure which the pleasant and the charming olfer 
vanishes and may even change into its opposite.® 

If art is to represent the beautiful, it will attain this essentially 
in that it makes the good strike our senses. From this follow 
its laws and the standard which we must apply in order to 
know whether or not the achievements of art deserve recogni- 
tion. Whenever it produces the ugly, it is contrary to its peculiar 
task; it is an offence against the laws of art; and critique of art 
and aesthetics must pronounce this offence ugly.® 

We can also set up certain formal conditions or laws which 
an object of art must meet in order to be beautiful. These laws 
demand the correspondence of the external form with the 
thought-content or symmetry; they also demand, when the 
object is considered externally in and by itself, the proportion 
and agreement of its parts or harmony. That which the Philebus 
includes in the class of the mixed (cf. p. io8 f.) is beautiful 
because it possesses these characteristics.'* The cause for this 

* Lam, 817b. In Plato’s sense, we may, of course, also speak of a 
comedy of life — as a matter of fact he himself uses that expression in 
the Philebus, 50b. This comedy is played by those people who, through 
the expression of their mental characteristics, make themselves ridi- 
culous in the presence of rational judges in that they consider the 
unimportant to be important and who because of trivialities forget 
the high goal. 

‘ I wish to call attention here to the main thoughts of Schiller’s 
aesthetic reflections being in agreement with Plato’s. 

® Cf. Statesman, 296b ff. 

* Cf. Philebus, 250. “Everything which puts an end to the fluctuations 
between opposite characteristics by introducing number produces 
symmetry and harmony.” And 26a, “Gaining control over the cold 
and the hot, it lets the all-too-much and the unlimited disappear and 
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symmetry, etc., in the objects and the events of nature, in good 
weather or in a healthy development of the body, is the rational 
creative power which has produced the right mixture between 
the infinite, the unlimited, and its opposite, that which sets 
limits and bounds.^ In human products the cause of symmetry 
and beauty is to be sought in the rational adaptation to the 
conditions of nature, i.e., the observation of the law which 
nature has prescribed^ for the development of things, or it is 
to be sought in the divine inspiration^ of the creative artist. 
Through proportion and all round agreement, the most 
intimate relations conceivable between the parts will be estab- 
lished and these will be united into a unitary whole.^ The 
wholeness, or, as modern writers on aesthetics have defined it, 
unity in the manifold, is an essential characteristic of beauty. 
In fact, this says nothing which was not already contained in 
the assertion about the close relationship between the beautiful 
and the good. For the good can persist only through order and 
agreement. The Gorgias^ tells us that. This statement is also 
substantiated® by the expositions of the Philebus and the 

produces measure and fitness (to ^/u/nerpov Kai djua avjuperpov).^' We 
may also say that that is beautiful which clearly corresponds to “the 
necessary essential nature” (dvayKaia yEvioetoQ ovala). Statesman^ 
283d; cf. p. 190 and the notes there given. 

^ dp 6 ?) KoLvoma Philebus^ 25e. Compare also Schiller’s statement — 
“every beautiful form of nature,” as, e.g., the “architectonic beauty” 
of the human body, is “the visible expression of an Idea.” 

^ The Statesman (284a) says of all the arts (rexvaC) that they must 
take into consideration the origin of the standard (phpiov) — one 
might substitute for this, it must take into consideration the dvayKala 
yeveaeojq ovala — “in that they help the standard to become actual, 
they produce everything good and beautiful.” ^ The deia ^lavla. 
^ Cf. Timaeusy 3ie f. ® See above, p. 53. 

® Philebus y 64dff. “Every mixture, whatever its nature or duration 
may be, in so far as it lacks limit and proportion, must necessarily 
destroy what is mixed in it and above all must destroy itself. No 
mixture comes into being in this manner; but in truth only ... an 
intricate confusion.” — Whereupon it is said, “Now the good” (?5 tov 
dyadov dvvapuQ: the power of the good — with whose characteristics 
the investigation of the Philebus is concerned) “has fled into the realm” 
(really: the nature, t//v (l>vaiv) “of the beautiful. For correct limits 
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Tintaeus. But of the concept of the whole it must be said tliat 
it must be teleologically defined or determined in accordance 
with an Idea. Wherever a person finds beauty, there an Idea 
makes itself known in sensibility, i.e., there is something 
eternal, whole, and good. Therefore, the enthusiasm which the 
sight of the beautiful arouses (as well as the striving for eternal 
content, for infinity, and for all-sufficiency or perfection) is 
already in the form of knowledge; consequently knowledge also 
presses for communication. The activity of the artist, who 
clearly embodies his idea in concrete forms, is related to the 
activity of the philosopher, who sharpens the observation of 
others, so that they can see the Idea even in confused 
presentations and conditions which are difficult to comprehend. 
But the power which enables an individual to transcend the 
confused details and to attain the height whence he can clearly 
view the Idea is the soul-inspiring Eros.^ 

It is, of course, also necessary that the artist have a sure 
hand or voice and the necessary skill, in order to incorporate 
his ideal in the material with which he is working. This requires 
a certain amoimt of technical education which, for that very 
reason, may not be neglected. Yet it would be ridiculous to 
regard it^ as the most important and to consider what it can 
achieve to be in and by itself artistic achievement and beautiful. 
E.g., if someone were to come to Sophocles and Euripides and 
were to represent himself as a tragic poet of equal rank with 
them, because he knew how to give long or short compositions, 
or compositions which are threatening or which arouse sym- 
pathy or fear, or if the person who knows how to tune harps 

and proportion (av/^fierpla, symmetry) follow everywhere upon 
beauty and virtue.” Later, 15a, beauty, symmetry, and truth are once 
more given as the constituent characteristics of the good. Timaeus, 
87c, “Certainly, everything good is beautiful, but the beautiful is not 
without measure”; and 30c, “It was and is impossible for the best 
man to produce anything but the most beautiful.” The good can 
find expression only in beautiful form. 

* Cf. above, pp. 66 f., 85, 109 f. 

* It only produces the indispensable, preliminary conditions, ra npu 
xrjs xixvrjQ. Phaedrus, 269b. Cf. also above, p. 247 f. 
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correctly were to consider himself equal with the harmonizer, 
he would in his delusion be a poor simpleton.^ 

The demand for symmetry or agreement as the condition of 
beauty is directed to the end that the form must be in agree- 
ment with the content and must be determined by it. To have 
the form in its technical achievements predominate is offensive 
to the finer feelings. While the uneducated marvel at the virtuoso 
and jack-of-all-trades, the educated person is repelled and 
almost offended by his skill which lacks in thought and in soul. 

The Timaeus^ informs us that the agreement between soul 
and body is of the greatest significance. The entire training of 
the body as provided for in the Republic has for its goal to 
establish as much as possible a perfect agreement between the 
soul and the body. And “where moral beauty of soul is united 
with a corresponding beauty of body, both being of the same 
mould, there will be the most beautiful sight for him who can 
see.”^ On the contrary, an improper relation between soul and 
body results not only in sickness, but in all kinds of evil. And 
from the corruption of the soul there will arise ugly, distorted, 
hideous forms. 

We have been told that artistic products must be evaluated 
according to the pleasure which they give, i.e., in accordance 
with a judgment of taste; they are not, however, to be rejected 
in accordance with the taste of the great mass but in accordance 
with that of the best and most educated men.^ There is, 

^ Phaedrus, 268c ff. 

2 Timaeusy Syd, “For health and sickness, as well as for virtue and 
vice, no proportion and no disproportion are more important than 
that proportion which exists between soul and body.” That is, “if 
a strong and in every respect a mighty soul at the same time has for 
its vehicle a weak and less capable body or if the converse relation 
exists between these two elements of the living being, the whole is not 
beautiful, for it lacks proportion in the most important relationships. 
But when the opposite is realized, there appears to everyone who can 
see the most beautiful and the most lovely sight.” 

® Republic y 402d. 

* These would be the men who — according to the expression of the 
Orphic poem, cited further on — have reached eig Spav Tfjg rdpif/iog. 
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therefore, a good and bad, an educated and uneducated or 
perverted taste.^ But what is correct, good taste? The Laws 
maintain this can be decided only by critical understanding. 
This will bring to consciousness that it would be a gross error 
if, e.g., one “should accompany words which were written for 
men by dance rhythm and harmonies appropriate for women, 
or if the songs and dances for free men were accompanied by 
rhythms which are appropriate for slaves and the rabble, or if 
noble rhythms and dance movements were accompanied by a 
harmony or a text which is in conflict with those rhythms.” 
Similarly it is wrong to combine voices of animals, human 
beings, and instruments and noises of every description for the 
production of an effect, or to separate rhythm and dance 
movements from harmony, harmony and rhythm from the text, 
to put bare words into metre or to employ the barren music 
of the lyre and of the flute. And it is ridiculous to think that 
all who have been drilled to sing to an accompaniment and to 
keep time also possess an adequate knowledge of good and bad 
melodics and rhythmics. 

3. When Plato, in the Republic, considers the essence of art to 
consist in imitation, he seems to pursue a different path for 
an understanding of art from what is here given. Yet if we 
place this explanation, which is not easy to understand, in its 
proper setting, it would seem that nothing special is to be said 
by it. We recall from the theory of Ideas that the relation of 
, the individual phenomena to the Idea is frequently described 
^as an imitation of its essence. The Ideas are, therefore, the 
(prototypes of sensible objects. In the Timaeus, we have the ^ 
description of how the demiurge looks to an eternal prototype I 
and shapes the cosmos into a form of perfect beauty. In a I 
more careful description we are told that what is patterned 
after an eternal prototype is always beautiful j whereas that 
which the human artisan has patterned after the prototype of a 
sensible thing is ugly. From this I conclude that the true artist 
1 Cf. pp. 53, 76 f., 79, 361. 



PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY OF ART 367 

always produces in accordance with an Idea (the beholding of 
which generates in him an inspiration bordering on madness), 
but never in accordance with its images. In doing so, he imparts 
to his product the noble stamp of beauty. One may logically 
divide the concept of imitation in various ways ; but the division 
which aesthetics alone considers holds to the distinction 
whether an Idea is imitated immediately or mediately. Every 
Idea, however, which on a material basis has been given 
expression by the good imitation of the artist, not merely 
transfigures the form, but, because it has spiritual content and 
belongs to a realm of Ideas united in harmonious order, which 
can only be understood teleologically, its appearance in visible 
phenomena has at the same time a certain moral significance. 
Thus everything agrees with what the other propositions 
offered us. 

4. F. Finsler^ says that “it is impossible to obtain a con- 
tinuous PLAN OF A PLATONIC POETICS.” This is true. On 
the basis of isolated expositions, we carmot give a closed 
theory. Nevertheless, it seems to me that no great gaps 
remain if I summarize what was referred to above and if I 
supplement it with minor additions and psychological pro- 
positions as follows: 

Every artistic activity is free play. In its origin and nature 
this activity arises from the need of the artistic nature to create, 
and is similar to the activity of the child which aimlessly moves 
its limbs and utters meaningless soimds; only gradually does 
the child by reflection learn to understand and master these 
activities and to refer them to prototypes. We are told that the 
poet, in particular, is driven by an urge which he himself does 
not understand; but an urge which, like a spring, causes him 
to bubble forth what has been put into his soul by a super- 
human power, by an inspiring deity. And just as the artist 
produces without strenuous effort, with the pleasure of free 

* Platon und die aristotelische Poetik, p. 215. Zeller expresses himself 
similarly. PMl. d. Griech, II, IS p. 936 f., 944. 
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play, so his product generates a natural pleasure in the beholder 
and listener who finds it “beautiful.” Therefore, it belongs to 
the nature of art that it be pleasing and entertaining, and 
whoever produces^ boredom or disgust in the spectators has 
defeated his purpose. For that reason manifoldness and change 
are desirable. But the manifold must be ordered; by a guiding 
thought it must be subordinated to a law and formed into a 
unity. That which Socrates sets up in the Phaedrus^ as the 
requirement for a speech, viz., “that it must have its own body, 
in order that it lack neither head nor feet, but that it have a 
body and extremities which are adapted to each other and to 
the whole,” is true of every artistic creation. The many 
impressions and the disorderly change in which these im- 
pressions come to us will no doubt entertain us, stimulate the 
senses, and produce blinding momentary effects, but they will 
leave the deeper needs of our nature imgratified and they 
cannot, therefore, give lasting satisfaction, and in time repeti- 
tions will be taken more and more indifferently. From the very 
beginning the sensitive man will not be contented with this; 
he will also demand that the form which presents itself to him 
have a good and true content; and the taste of each individual 
can under proper guidance be so educated that he will value 
the content, the thought (which is embodied in the form and 
which illumines it) more than the form; besides he will 
experience as unpleasant every incongruity between form and 
content as a lack of style. Conversely, through the evil influence 
of perverted education the taste will be perverted and ruined. 
Since art, in so far as it is creative,® is rooted in the innermost 
soul, the peculiar nature of the artist reveals itself in its products, 
and in this sense its creative activity is self-portrayal.^ If 
the technical difficulties of mastery of the material have been 

^ Like the singer, Meles, Gorgias, 502a (cf. Platon, I, p. 414). 

• 264bc; cf. 269c. 

^ That is to say, in so far as it is true and genuine and is not merely 
practised as an acquired skill which can give only second and third 
hand imitations. 

* Plato also includes this under “imitation,” cf. p. 362. 
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overcome^ through practice, noble and good attitudes and 
thoughts of the artist’s soul find beautiful expression. The bad 
and the ignoble can, of course, be presented in a striking form 
through technical skill, but in the last analysis it will never- 
theless be ugly; it cannot give “true” pleasure, whose surest 
sign is that it will never end in disgust (for true pleasure is 
deepened and enhanced with every repetition), but only an 
apparent, a fleeting momentary pleasure, which is soon followed 
by an insipid or bitter after-taste. While the enjoyment of that 
true, healthy pleasure, which is stimulated by the spiritual 
power of high and noble thoughts, lifts and ennobles man, 
widens the narrowness of his view, generates the feeling of 
belonging to other good people and arouses the forebodings 
that all powers of the world meet and co-operate, the alluring 
and sickly art produces the opposite effect. The multitude of 
the uneducated or of the perverted, whose heart is open to the 
charms of this alluring and sickly art, is injured by enjoying 
them; they fall into epicureanism, into insipid indulgence in 
weak, pathetic, and sentimental emotions or into crude sen- 
suality, and thus either sacrifice their steadfastness of character 
or give up their human dignity. Therefore, it is one of the 
most important duties of the state to supervise art and play — 
art is the most distinguished type of play — in order that it 
preserve its citizens from corruption and harm and by educa- 
ting their taste fill them with the desire to strive for the truly 
beautiful. It is only by rejecting all enticing appearances and 
by pursuing the beautiful that the truly good can be attained. 

^ Cf. Phaedrusy 269 d 
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CHAPTER VI 


PLATO’S THOUGHTS CONCERNING GOD 

I. In several of the preceding chapters we became aware of a 
realm which is not accessible to clear knowledge. It is true that 
Plato, as he has Socrates express it, “wants to trust nothing 
else in himself except rational reflection.”^ But if he recognizes 
the rigid demands of dialectics as always justified and considers 
its procedure alone as scientific, he never imagined that it was 
fully adequate to attain the desired goal, to apprehend truth in 
its full application to the whole field of reality. 

Dialectics is not able to give a complete view of the totality 
of the “world” or of the “all.” To give such a picture we must 
make use of our imagination. Just as it is impossible for our 
calculating understanding to grasp the totality of reality, the 
imiverse, it is also impossible for us to apprehend the spiritual 
power (God) which pervades the universe. And as for the 
thoughts of God — who could be so bold as to say that he 
could think them after him from beginning to end? And God’s 
purposes — who could fathom them to the extent that he 
thereby might be able to carry through a teleological explanation 
of the world? In the Phaedo,^ Socrates states that after several 
vain attempts, he has abandoned the hope of giving a teleo- 
logical explanation of the world process. Nevertheless, Plato is 
firmly convinced of God’s rule in nature, of the dependence of 
the world and of the world process on God. The two postulates 
that there is an ineffaceable difference between the true and 
the false and between the good and the bad — these are 
fundamental assumptions of every scientific theory of know- 
ledge and of every scientific ethics — are proof for him that 

* Crito, 46b; see Platon, I, 386. Cf. Fichte’s personal testimony: 
“My heart is motivated by perfect clarity; it could not but be that the 
attained clarity at the same time touched my heart.” As quoted by 
K. Fischer, J. G. Fichte*, p. 307. 

* Phaedo 99d. Cf. Platon, I, p. 553 and above, p. 130. 
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reason rules the world. And he cannot and does not wish to 
abolish these postulates to whose validity the life and death of 
Socrates bear testimony. Besides, he sees that all other people 
make these distinctions for their actions, even those who 
question their validity. He could see in their abandomnent a 
weakening of man’s power of willing and of action,^ a lowering 
of his significance in the world, the surrendering of his dignity. 
Thus knowledge is based on faith, and it is impossible to 
describe with scientific accuracy the nature of this basis for 
faith. Only presentiment can penetrate that far; only hints can 
be given concerning it by imaginary pictures and m3^hs. This 
Plato clearly expressed. Therefore, we must not look for a 
non-contradictory description of God’s nature and his relation 
to the world and the things in it, to man and his interests. 
We must not reproach him if, upon examining all his statements, 
we find that they cannot be brought into full and clear 
agreement. 

2. Is God IMMANENT in the world or is he transcendent? 
For both views evidence can be produced from Plato’s dialogues. 
We need only go to the Timaeus. The divine demiurge who 
forms the chaotic material in accordance with his thoughts and 
who in his unenvious goodness wants to make all his products 
as much as possible like himself finds in the end that he is 
successful;^ this demiurge appears before us much like the 
transcendent Creator of the Old Testament. But he placed a 
soul in the world. The more we consider this world soul, 
whose thought processes regulate the details of the creations, 
the less we can differentiate it from the soul of the creative 
god or from God himself. We may with certainty say that this 
soul is immanent. 

Or perhaps we wish to hold to the assertion that the demiurge 
proceeded like a human artisan, in that he had an image of 
that which he wanted to produce. This comparison again 

1 Phaedo, 9ode; Meno, 86b; cf. also Theaetetus, I5id. 

* Timaeus, yjc. 
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reminds us of the transcendence of God. But the comparison 
is inadequate. For the human craftsman, e.g., the carpenter, 
who makes the bed, has as his prototype an “Idea” of the bed 
which is independent of his thought content. This independence 
has its basis in God who gave reality to all things, and so to 
human organization^ with all its physical and spiritual abilities, 
with all its needs, and with the ideas of purpose which spring 
from these needs, such as that of the bed. But we cannot say 
and cannot conceive how we are to think a prototype of the 
only, unique, all-inclusive world before it appeared in its 
visible form infused with supernatural powers and produced 
by God; we cannot know how to affirm the independence of 
this prototype as being outside of and set over against God, 
who existed either alone before the creation of the world or 
beside whom we could assume only the chaos of unorganized 
and unformed matter. The Idea of the world can be conceived 
only as God’s purpose and as being grounded in his spiritual 
nature. If the Timaeus informs us that God in his goodness 
“desired that everything be as much as possible like himself,” 
he himself evidently was the prototype after which he patterned 
the world, and looking at himself he took from the fullness of 
his own Being that which he imparted to the world. And again 
when we differentiate between the notion of purpose and the 
act of creation in God, and set these two different aspects over 
against the purpose which has been realized in the phenomena, 
God appears to remain transcendent. This appearance will be 
substantiated when we try to present the realization of his 
purpose as a process which is perceptible to us. Here it becomes 
necessary to introduce the distinction of different periods of 
time, before which or at the beginning of which we see only 
God but not yet a world. Yet Plato leaves no doubt that he 
does not consider this manner of visualizing thing s as the 

* The conviction that we also received our reason from God is 
expressed in the Republic as follows: The Idea of the good, i.e., the 
creator of the good in the world, is the cause of the knowability of 
the real and the cause of rational knowledge. See also Timaeus, 4icd. 
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correct one, that the conception of God derived in this manner 
of reasoning is fallacious. If God, whose nature is unchangeable, 
exists from all eternity, then in accordance with the laws of 
his nature,^ he must have acted from all eternity in the same 
way according to the same purposes, and with the same results 
as he does to-day or has done or will do at any time. What 
could -he have done before he created the world? His goodness 
would at all times have driven him to create this world and 
at no time was any limit placed on his power. ^ 

3. What of the personality of God? Here, too, we cannot 
give a clear and simple answer. We may, of course, ask what 
is personality? If we determine the meaning of this term from 
our hiunan point of view — we cannot do it in any other way — 
does not the transfer of this hwnan point of view to some 
other being involve an anthropomorphism of the most ques- 
tionable type? But let us not be disturbed by this thought; 
let us ask whether the Platonic God is a thinking, feeling, and 
willing Being. 

Could Plato ascribe feeling to God? In the Philebus, he tells 
us that God does not know® pain and pleasure. And yet he 
will hardly deny that God enjoys perfection with a sense of 
pleasure. The animated cosmos, an image of the creator, 
according to the Timaeus is a “blessed god,” and — this seems 
to have more proof— good people are supposed to be “loved 
by God.” Plato likes to use this expression frequently. But if 
we may speak of God as a loving Being, then it can no longer 
be questioned whether God feels.* We are told so frequently 

* In accordance with Oela dvdyKrj; cf. pp. 108 f., 373 f. 

* Cf. p. 258 f. * Philebus, 33b. 

* We must question the comparison of God’s love with the love of 
a father for his children. And yet even Plato uses the picture of a 
father when he speaks of the relationship of God to his creations. 
In the Timaeus, he repeatedly calls God, from whose goodness the 
thought of creation proceeds, the father of the world; he also speaks 
of God’s providence (28c, 30b, 41a, 42e, 7id). In the Apology and in 
the Phaedo God’s care for us, who are in such need of a higher guidance 
and help, is presented as the conviction of Socrates. In various dia- 
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that God wills, that he always wills the good for the whole 
world and for every feeling being, and that his understanding 
orders everything, that I need not advance proof for these 
assertions. And if Plato, at times, speaks of divine destiny,^ we 
most certainly have in this an expression of a belief in 
providence, which resembles the Christian conception so much 
that we can scarcely be wrong if we take these two words in 
the sense of having the world-ruling power take a personal 
interest in the fate of a people, nay of an individual. As proof 
for this statement I refer to such passages as Laws, 875c, 780c, 
69ide, 696a, 748b, 81 ic; Apology, 30a ff.; Republic, 499bc, 
500d; Meno, 99d, and above all to a lengthy passage from the 
Laws whose essential content we shall present in a moment. 

We found, however, that God is scarcely distinguishable 
from the world soul. If we bear in mind that, in the Timaeus, 
the framework in which the divine demiurge casts his wonderful 
structure and the invisible system of lines and spheres which 
give direction to active powers are made from this world soul, 
then the world soul appears to be nothing more than the all- 
inclusive concept for these powers whose activity is exhausted 
in unconscious, teleological activity, and nothing seems to 
remain for personality. But clear agreement is lacking here also. 

4. In another connection the thought was impressed on us 
that the highest Idea, the Idea of the good, is nothing else but 
God.^ From certain quarters objections have been raised 
against this identification. We are told that, according to Plato, 
God as personal spirit is a soul, the highest soul, but not Idea; 
for the Idea is impersonal. I regard this position as erroneous. 
As I understand it, there is nothing in the general concept of 

logues Plato enthusiastically presents the doctrines of certain religious 
sects (the Orphics and the Pythagoreans) which maintain that we 
belong to the gods and that every person is under special divine 
protection. From the whole tone one can feel that Plato is inclined 
to agree with them, except that he, like Socrates, believes that in these 
matters he cannot give a definite answer. 

* Qeia noXpa, Oela ivhvoia, * See p. 130 f. 
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the Idea which would exclude personality. I repeat, the Idea 
is nothing more than the designation of the objective basis of 
a conception; this objective basis assures validity to the con- 
ception and gives certitude to it. Everything then depends on 
whether that which gives security to the good in this world — 
so that consequently the conception of the good is no idle 
dream — is a personal Being or not. 

We say that all powers, and with these everything in the 
universe, are ultimately groimded in God or in the highest 
Idea. For all practical purposes this means the same thing; 
only for our point of view it is not altogether indifferent. 
I believe that this too is a difference which is merely conditioned 
by our point of view whether we designate the highest Idea, 
as that is done in the Republic, as the Idea of the good, or 
whether we designate it as the Idea of Being, the Idea of reality 
or as the Idea of the world.^ It seems that logically the concept 
of the good is not identical with the concept God; nor is it 
identical with the concept of the world, nor of reality, nor of 
Being. And yet, if it can be shown that the good (as something 
actually existing, as Idea) consists in complete agreement of all 
segments or characteristics of reality; that there can be no 
reality apart from the totality of active powers, which in their 
activity are conditioning and in turn are conditioned by every 
individual being; that therefore the world, which embraces 
every real being, is in its nature a living and animated organism ; 
in addition that a uniform co-operation and interaction can be 
produced only by a spiritual power which rules the world, and 
can be assured only by the rule of this power; then the 
conceptual explanations of the variously sounding words such 
as Being, world, God, and good can be reduced to one and 
the same formula, and the concepts which they designate are 
identical in content. And then too that which as “Idea” gives 
them their validity and their right^ will also be one and the 

^ Cf. pp. 130 f., also 82, 84. 

* The whole structure of the world appears meaningful and pur- 
poseful because it is good and because we know it and apprehend 
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same. Whether personality belongs to this Idea or not is 
something which must yet be investigated. 

Previously^ we were also concerned with the question whether 
Ideas could not be understood as divine purpose. We may 
perhaps express this as follows: According to their logical 
content the Ideas are divine thoughts, a part of the content of 
God’s way of doing things. Only by abstraction can we separate 
and distinguish the two; just as we can separate God from the 
world by abstraction. For the totality of reality, i.e., the invisible 
and the visible, is given with and through God. The conclusion 
of the Timaeus^ confirms us in this conception. Here the world 
appears before us as “singular, as having come into Being of 
its own accord, as perfect in its nature and in its appearance, 
as a living organism in which all other mortal and immortal 
organisms have their Being” ; in short, the world stands before 
us as “the visible image of God whom we can conceive in 
thought alone.” From this statement we can see that God’s 
will to give to this world the best possible form was completely 
realized. We may, therefore, say that God’s power is adequate 
for the realization of all his thoughts. 

). Nevertheless, Plato frequently speaks of a necessity which 
s ALSO BINDING FOR GOD. With visible approval, he mentions® 

t thus in detail. For this reason we apprehend its perfect goodness, 
)urpose, and harmony (beauty). Therefore, we may designate the 
\yad6v as the meaning and the content of ovaia (cf. above, p. 130 f.). 
n fact, if the good alone can exist, the two are one and the same; 
)ut logical abstraction separates them, in that it approaches the nature 
)f what is given from a different point of view. If it could carry its 
:onsiderations through from this viewpoint, then Being and the good 
vould be identical. But as matters stand, gaps appear between what 
rom one or from another point of view falls into our field of vision; 
nd the filling of these gaps can be attempted only by the imagination, 
an only be surmised and believed (this is of special importance for 
he field of ethics). Our consideration, which wishes to understand the 
livine according to human analogy, is forced to separate intention 
nd execution whenever it is a question of purpose. 

See note, p. 158 (p. 371 f.). 2 above, p. 281. 

Protagoras i 345 d; Laws^ 8i8de; cf. also my commentary to the 
MWSy p. 21 1 ff. 
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the old poetic expression, “not even the gods can war against 
necessity.” Very frequently the Timaeus indicates limits and 
opposition, which are supposed to have interfered with the 
carrying through of God’s reason and purpose, and because of 
these limits and this opposition the imperfections of the world 
are supposed to have come into Being. This contradicts what 
was said a moment ago. But the contradiction is only apparent 
and caused by inexactness. The real meaning of such expositions 
is that nature is determined by a purpose, and that in this 
determination it cannot at the same time serve an entirely 
different purpose. If and in so far as the one purpose is limited 
or excluded by the divinely-posited realization of some other 
purpose, it is only the confused, defective human conception 
which still insists on thinking of and justifying this purpose as 
part of God’s plan. God cannot have conflicting and contra- 
dictory purposes. Several times hints and definite expressions 
are given that the causes of visible reality and of Becoming in 
this world appear only as divided and separated opposites for 
the limited human understanding. An understanding which 
grasped everything at one glance and apprehended the whole 
universe (this is physically impossible for our sense-perception) 
in its unlimited perfection would also deduce material Being 
and its principle from God; it would see in this physical Being 
the realization of a divine purpose and so would eliminate its 
apparent defect; it would also see that space and time are part 
of the beauty and the perfection of the world and that it is, in 
fact, impossible to conceive a more perfect world than the 
existing one. 

The laws of logic and of mathematics, in short all laws of 
thought, belong especially to this necessity which is binding 
for the gods. This is natural; for it can at no time be God’s 
will to go contrary to the necessity which inheres in reason 
itself and which is grovmded in its nature. No rational Being 
can will what is contrary to common-sense and contrary to 
reason. Even with our limited understanding by which we 
‘ Cf. Timaeus, 29c, 34c, 48c, 53d. 
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judge everything, we too can see that our reasoning would end 
in nonsense and irrationality if the laws of logic were invalid. 
The fact that they are strictly vahd and that they exclude 
the realization of certain thoughts, viz., the confused, the con- 
tradictory thoughts, is no imperfection, no deficiency, but a 
perfection of reality. Therefore, what we should like to 
designate as limitations of God’s power are inferences which 
follow from God’s own nature; they follow from his power 
and are not real limitations. 

This is true not only of the continuity of thought but also 
of the interconnection of action. Here there are moral necessities 
for God; but these, too, belong to his original nature and again 
constitute a part of his perfection. God is good. “The good 
person never harbours ill-will toward anyone. Free from this 
desire, God wanted that everything should be as much as 
possible like himself.” He cannot and could not will anything 
else. All gifts which he gives can only be good. But moral 
necessity is closely related to logical necessity. According to 
Plato,^ that is morally good which is based on reason. It would 
be self-evident and necessary that a person who had complete 
knowledge could only wish and do the right and the good. 
For the “wise” man there would be no duty, if we imderstand 
by duty the command which is imposed by another will; duty 
would be replaced by that inner necessity for right action. 
Naturally, there can be no duty for the all-knowing God. 

6. The best which God could possibly realize, he at all times 
brought into Being. But the highest goal which God set for 

HIS CREATIVE ACTIVITY waS the EXISTENCE OF MAN AS A BEING 
which was capable of morality and which really used and 
trained this ability. It would be irrational and therefore 
impossible that with this purpose of God the conditions for 
man’s activity in the world were so made, the circumstances so 
ordered, that moral action were contrary to his own well-being. 
On the contrary, we may assume that God saw to it and still 

* As we have indicated above, pp. 41 f., 58, 69, 302; as well as 
elsewhere. 
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does that happiness is attained through virtue. God himself can 
only show his perfect goodness in that the cosmic order, which 
he brought into Being, makes this happiness possible and that 
from the moral point of view it appears as satisfactory, or to 
express it more concisely, that it appears as moral. Everything 
external must be subordinated and must appear as secondary 
to this highest purpose, and it is as it is for the sake of this 
purpose. In order to exclude doubt about the reality of certain 
propositions, the Phaedo demands a teleological explanation 
which is to show that the present order of things is the best 
for every existing thing, as, e.g., the form of the earth and the 
place which it occupies, and that any other order would be 
less good, less perfect; this whole position can now be more 
clearly stated as follows : Everything had to become as it is, in 
order that the wonderful organization of man could come into 
Being and that his body, which is made of the earth and dwells 
on the earth, could under the influence of cosmic powers be 
formed into the vehicle of the rational soul, and be made the 
basis for its psychic and moral activity. For example, in the 
Timaeus^ we are told that the eye, whose wonderful adaptation 
for the needs of the body is described for us by physiology, 
was made so wonderfully by God that the desire to know,* to 
investigate, might be aroused in us by the wonders which it 
enables us to see. The erect posture was given to man that he 
might contemplate the stars of the heavens and study their 
courses, whose regularity produces in us the notions of number 
and of time. 

7. If we try still further to determine the divine nature, there 
can at least be no doubt about the following: In comparison 
with man who possesses his advantages with limitations, God 
possesses all characteristics belonging to man imconditionally 
and in the fullest degree. God’s existence includes all fullness 
of Being. His thoughts are through and through rational and 
clear, and their representation in concrete form is of perfect 
* 47a fi. * <^Aoao<f>la, 
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beauty. His wisdom is omniscience, his power omnipotence, 
and his knowledge and activity are not limited in space and 
time nor by space and time. His goodness is perfect goodness; 
his will is holy. Because god is perfect, he is the measure 
OF ALL THINGS, and not man, as Protagoras had thought: 
“For nothing imperfect is appropriate for a measure.”^ It is 
totally wrong to think of God as being like man. It is 
unbelievable that he should change and take on various forms 
as mythology recounts. In his eternal and omnipresent reality, 
which transcends aU time and space, he is unchangeable. We 
may conceive the divine spirit to be like the human spirit, in 
that we think all deficiencies and limitations of the hiunan 
spirit as being removed. The most foolish thing of all is when 
people accuse the gods of things which they regard as weak- 
nesses and errors in their equals, especially when it is a matter 
of moral shortcomings. 

The divine Being is, of course, one. And if Plato occasionally 
uses different names of the gods, it is merely a convenient use 
of the customary language which no careful reader can 
misunderstand. 

8. Plato was personally, as was Socrates, a pious man. All the 
daring of his rationalistic, heretical thinking did not undermine 
the firm basis of his belief in God. In his last and unfinished 
dialogue, which was to be a bequest^ to his people and which 
in fact, as a recent scholar expresses it, became the catechism 
of morality for later Hellenism, he formally lays down his 
creed which, at one and the same time, contains an earnest 
admonition for religious sceptics and a theodicy. I shall here 
give its main ideas. “My son,” the exhortation begins, “you 
are still young; time will teach you to abandon much of what 
you now consider to be right and to accept the opposite view. 
Therefore, wait until that time comes before you set yourself 
up as a judge about the most important things. . . . This 

^ Republic^ 504c: cczeMi ydp ovdh> ovdevdg pixpov. 

* Cf. Platon, II, 589. 
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much I can tell you, that not a single person of those who in 
their younger years shared the opinion that there are no gods 
held to this conviction to his old age.” 

That there are divine powers in this world, that the wonderful 
order and regularity with which the heavenly bodies move can 
only have come into Being through divine reason, impresses 
itself with convincing clearness on every reflecting observer. 
The belief in a world-ruling power which is concerned with all 
details is hampered by the many evils which occur daily in 
our world. But if the good, human ruler of the state does not 
lose sight of the litde things because of the great, we may not 
assume that God does his work and dispenses his providence 
in one-sided narrowness. Every individual thing in the universe, 
even the smallest, is so arranged that a unified, beautiful accord 
and harmony of all things come into Being. With the purpose 
of establishing the perfect happiness of the whole, the funda- 
mental laws of all Being and Becoming are so determined that 
the infinite, individual motions and changes of each thing 
follow of themselves from them, and that all the consequences 
ensuing from these motions result from meeting other changing 
objects. Even freedom of choice, which the human soul retains, 
cannot interfere with the fixed, divine order of things, cannot 
annul divine plans. Every decision and action, which transform 
the soul, in that they move it, have predetermined consequences 
for it. At the most, there remains for the demiurge, who 
beholds human activity which takes place within fixed bounds, 
the task of moving the individual soul from place to place, as 
a player moves a pawn in chess in accordance with rules which 
he hunself has laid down.^ 

But that person who lacks a comprehensive view of the 
whole world should not venture to pass judgment from the 
point of view of the fate of the individual. If his vision were 
not so limited, he would see that what appears to him as 

1 It is surprising how closely G. Th. Fechner’s thoughts also agree at 
this point with those of Plato. I refer to his work Uber die Seelenfrage, 
pp. 1 18 ff., 124, 134. 
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defective is nevertheless the best possible, and the injustices 
about which he complains he would see as the just order of 
things. Each one is placed in that position where his corruptness 
will do the least damage or where the good in him will bring 
the greatest benefit; and each one will also find as much 
happiness as he deserves by the self-willed nature of his heart. 
This takes place in this life when the good man associates with 
the good and the bad with the bad, and correspondingly each 
one receives good or bad from his like. The same is true of 
the life hereafter, whatever its nature and condition may be. 
This order is irrefutable. No one can claim that he can escape 
divine punishment; likewise no one will lose the reward for 
his virtue. 

But Plato must still refute the notion that the gods, whose 
existence and participation in the affairs of men cannot be 
doubted, can be bribed, and that they do not punish unjust 
gain if a part of it is offered them in sacrifice. He rejects as 
too ridiculous^ the conception which lowers the morahty of 
the gods to that of the average person. Thus it may be taken 
as a proved fact that there are gods, that they are interested 
in human beings, and that they never deny justice. 

9. Firm in his conviction that this article of faith can be 
scientifically demonstrated, Plato has no scruples to establish 
in the Laws a court for the trying of heresies; this court has 
power to pronounce the death penalty not only on atheistic 
criminals and pious hypocrites but even on obstinate, outspoken 
atheists. If we observe that this court was instituted by the 
highest tribunal, whose members represent the ruler of the 
state who is bound by no law, and that they, like the ruler, 
have been raised to this position of power through pubhc trust, 
which their intellectual superiority and their moral excellence 
inspired, we will not find this entrusted power to be as bad as 

^ And the indulgences which Orphic priests offered for sale to rich 
evil-doers as absolution for themselves or for deceased relatives are 
most disgraceful. Republic, 364b. 
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it at first seems. In this conneaion, we must also remember 
the following: Not only in the Laws but also in the Republic 
we are repeatedly assured that the most important doctrine, 
with which everyone from youth up must be familiarized, is 
that happiness depends on justice. It is demanded that every 
means be used to keep anyone from spreading views which 
contradict this proposition. The heresy of those who are to be 
kept within bounds by the penalties provided for in the 
paragraph on religion evidently consists in the denial or in the 
doubting of this proposition and its profounder meaning, and 
in the lack of faith in the superiority of the divine, i.e., the 
rational, the moral powers over the irrational, the immoral, 
the evil in this world; in short, it consists in a timid pessimism, 
which cannot logically make rigid demands on the individual 
who advocates it nor on others. Besides, the religion which 
Plato desires to support by the laws of the state is not a religion 
which originated in tradition, and which claims to be in the 
possession of revealed maxims and precepts for life. Even if, 
as religion, it goes beyond experience, and with the aid of the 
imagination advances hypotheses which cannot be strictly 
proved, they are, nevertheless, entirely based on rational 
considerations. The important doctrine about the existence of 
a cosmic order, which assures man that virtue and happiness 
go together, lets moral excellence appear^ as the natural fruit 
and the necessary confirmation of piety; but, on the other hand, 
it vouchsafes the possibility of determining by rational con- 
siderations not merely what is morally good, but at the same 
time what is pious or what is the will of God. In a religious 
conflict, as in every rational exposition, the contending parties 
oppose each other with equal rights and on the same basis. 

‘ In the Apology, 29a and 35d, Socrates says that if he were restrained 
by fear from doing that which he recognized to be good, and if he 
flattered the judges in the customary manner and denied the rigid 
truth, then he would really show, as he is accused, that he did not 
believe in the rule of divine powers. Therefore, he cannot recognize 
a belief in God which does not manifest itself in right conduct, in 
conscientious fulfllment of duty, in good works. 
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In the discussion which is to convert him, the religious heretic 
may convince the masters who are to perform this task of the 
falsity of certain points in their assumptions, and bring them 
over to his position. Then they will honestly strive to accord 
him justice and recognition. We need not fear that the measures 
directed against the atheist imply the suppression of honest and 
free investigation and of independent opinion. The Laws inform 
us that serious study of the natural sciences is in accordance 
with God’s will, a sacred duty. Anxious souls fear that this 
study will endanger their pious faith. All guardians of religion 
in their care for the individuals must be acquainted with it. 
It is inconceivable that they should at any time consider the 
investigation of scientific facts and the appeal to such facts as 
a crime.^ A suit involving heresy caimot be concerned with 
the externalities of the cultus. It is also noteworthy that Plato 
expressly refutes the accepted opinion which finds the ultimate 
ground for impiety in moral impurity. 

10. Finally, in what relation does man stand to god? 

At any rate, God and man are not on the same plane. The 
relation between man and God is not such that it would be 
possible for human beings to render God a service, to show 
him benefit, to reward him for the good which they have 
received from him. Therefore, to try to influence God by 
bringing him sacrifices and by making vows or by uttering 
prayer formulas has no meaning. Sacrifices may be brought; 
when a sin is committed, atonement is not to be neglected; 
and it is good if the thoughts of man are very regtUarly directed 
in sacred ceremonies to the divine ruler of the world. But in 
this it is not a question of the size of the gift, but only of the 
attitude of the one who brings it. This was clearly stated in 

^ To the great chagrin of the strict adherents of the existing order in 
whose name Meletus accused Socrates of impiety, this very rational- 
istic critique, which Socrates at all times applied to the most sacred 
traditions, is considered by him as a professional duty (Apology) 29e) 
imposed on him by God. And Plato seems to be in entire agreement 
with this. 
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the arguments of the Euthyphro} Later in the Laws it is said: 
In conjunction with all other living things, we may consider 
ourselves as a marvellous form produced by the hands of the 
gods, made either as their plaything or formed for a serious 
purpose.^ We belong to and are the slaves of the gods^; 
consequently with reference to the gods we are completely 
without rights, without a claim. Like puppets, we are directed 
by God on the strings of our desires.^ But it is against the 
realization of man’s complete dependence on God that the 
following confusing questions are brought: How is it that we 
are driven into ways which lead away from God? Why is it 
that our sensual nature with such restlessness seeks satisfaction 
in things, whose enjoyment violates the principles of reason? 
How is it possible that we have to assume responsibility for 
our actions, which spring from a disposition which has been 
given us by God? The disquieting feature of these perplexing 
questions, no doubt, produces the despondent mood from 
which is forced the statement that “human affairs do not 
deserve great enthusiasm.”^ And yet this is not to serve as an 
excuse for careless and slovenly behaviour. As human beings, 
we have our divinely willed calling, the fulfilment of which 
ennobles us and brings us happiness. It consists in that we do 
the good, just as God does the good — and this good we cannot 
do to God but only to our neighbours — and in that we fight 
every evil which goes contrary to the divine nature. As 
described in the Apology ^ Socrates considers it his divine duty 
^ Cf. also Republic^ 364b ff. (above p. 382, note). 

^ LawSy 664 d: Oavjua juev eKaarov rifiibv 7)yrjad)fj.e0a tojv ^wwv OeloVy 
Eire (bg iralyviov ekelvow eite wg aTTovdfj rivi ^tJVEarrjKdg. ov yap di] rovro 
ye yiyvchoKopLEVy and later, 803c, avOpajirov . . onep eiTTopiEv efiTTpoodev, 
deov Tt TTaiyviov elvai neiif}xavr}pievov (/cat ovrwg rovro dvrov to (HXnarov 
yeyovevai). Cf. above, pp. 259 f., 268 f. 

^ The Phaedo (62b) already expressed it in this manner. Cf. also 
Apology y 29d, 3oab. ^ Lawsy 8446. 

® LawSy 803b: Eon dij rolvvv rd rwv avOpcjircvv TTpay/biara jneydArjg fiiv 
(j'lTovdfjg ovK d^ia, dvayKalov ye aTTOvdd^eiv. Tovro 6^ ovk evrvxig. 
The Evrvxeg is a fortune given us by divine grace; without adding 
anything, without aiTovdr) (which does not exclude error and perver- 
sion), we may enjoy this as we enjoy an innocent game. 


BB 
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to regulate his own affairs, and to admonish his fellow-citizens — 
including the strangers within the city — to know themselves 
and to reflect whether they lead the right kind of life. This 
self-giving love for his neighbour, which he practises by giving 
up every comfort and in spite of bringing enmity and in- 
gratitude upon himself, is his religion. In this worship, which 
he practises with zealous conscientiousness, he shows his piety. 
Such genuine piety is indeed well pleasing unto God. In the 
manly battle^ which it demands against evil, we may expect 
help and protection from God. 

Prayer is the simplest means at the disposal of the pious 
person when he desires to approach the deity. Plato also values 
and urges prayer. Evidendy it is not merely as an accommoda- 
tion to the practices of the many that he prescribes sanctification 
through prayer^ for decisive moments. 

The regularly arranged, public religious festivals are to instil 
in all citizens the proper religious attitude of a joyous devotion 
to God. The songs rendered by the festive choruses praise the 
power and goodness of God and the joy of piety.® In prayer 
the most important thing is that man approach God with 
sincere reverence and that he purify his heart of all haughtiness 
and of all arrogant desires. Nothing is to be asked of the gods 
which is not good for the recipient, but which would rather 
be only an evil, as some things (e.g., riches in gold and silver)^ 
are for which thoughdess and superficial people do indeed pray. 
The prayer of Socrates at the end of the Phaedrus may be 
regarded as a model prayer. It is directed to the gods of the 
locality which, after a weighty discussion, he is about to leave. 
It is as follows: “Grant that I may become beautiful in the 
inward man; and may my external possessions not conflict 
with my iimer self May I consider the wise to be rich. May 
'■ Cf. Phaedo, 9oe; Theaetetus, I5id. 

^ E.g., Republic, 459e, and Laws, 115a, when marriages are performed. 
In the Timaeus, 27c, prayer is very generally recommended for begin- 
ning every undertaking. Cf. also Timaeus, 48d; Critias, io6ab; Sym- 
posium, 220d. 

* Republic, 607a; Laws, 664 ff., 8oia If. * Laws, Soibj cf. 6870. 
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my burden of gold be such as only the wise can lift and bear.” 
The other prayer in the Phaedrus,^ the one directed to Eros, is 
also noteworthy. Socrates asks that the god forgive him for his 
first speech made after the manner of Lysias and that he accept 
the counter-speech, that he be gracious to him and that he do 
not spoil for him the art of influencing young people, an art 
(the art of love) which he had given him, but that he bless 
him with further success. To this is appended an intercession 
for Lysias and Phaedrus.^ 

In the Symposium, Eros was described as mediator between 
God and man. We were told of him that he was identical with 
the desire, which was stimulated by the charm of the beautiful 
and which cannot be satisfied on earth, for the eternal posses- 
sion of the good, and so the desire for truth and knowledge. The 
great ardour, the inspiration bordering on madness, which this 
desire also imparts to the winged soul, according to the Phaedo, 
is god-inspired. All this we can now reconcile and understand 
better. All good things come from God and are grounded in 
God. But so does all reality — the logically ordered system of 
the invisible realm of Ideas and the visible cosmos — have its 
basis in God. The ecstasy which seizes a man who thoughtfully 
loses himself in the contemplation of the visible wonders of 
nature, and sees in them the Idea, is gradually led beyond the 
confusion of the senses to the loftiest height. Thus Eros leads 
him who desires to know and who searches for truth, as well 
^ 257ab. 

“ Also from the Laws, 732cd, where we are told what man may expect 
of God, we can gather what a worthy content of prayer is ; — namely 
that God “do not enhance the need but lessen it when the good 
which he gives is threatened with failure, and that he turn the present 
hardship to advantage,” but conversely, that he at all times preserve 
and increase the good for us. About the possible effect of intercessory 
prayer, we may compare Laws, 93icd: “If, as we believe, God hears 
the imprecations of a father or a mother who has received the meanest 
maltreatment from his or her children, must we not then also consider 
it to be natural that if the parents are honoured by their children and 
are thereby made happy, and that if they pray to the gods for the 
happiness of their children, these petitions also are heard and granted 
by Ae gods?” 
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as him who follows pure beauty; both seek the greatest 
happiness, the unconditioned good, in truth and beauty; both 
are in this maimer led to God.^ In God all human longing 
finds rest. 

To the very end I have reserved a question which could 
have been discussed in the psychology or the ethics, but which 
is better discussed here in conneaion with theology. It is the 
question about the freedom of the will. We shall only make 
a few comments on it. An exceedingly great difficulty lies in 
the fact that we cannot understand how man, as a creation of 
God, can act contrary to the will of God, and how by doing so 
he can become guilty before God. Or when we observe that 
some, through good fortune, are shielded from the temptation 
to forsake the right path, and thus can easily maintain their 
peace of soul, whereas others are overcome by temptations 
pressing in on them and then are unhappy in their inner strife, 
we ask whether God, who is just and good, does not lead and 
uphold all his creatures with the same friendliness, whether he 
does not hold all in his hand with the same certitude and 
firmness, or — in so far as we may speak of love — whether he 
does not love all with the same love? May we speak of those 
who are estranged from and who are hated by God as over 
against those who are loved by him? On the one hand, we have 
the conviction that all of us have received our endowments 
from God, and that with our destiny our education is deter- 
mined by God; on the other hand, we have the insight that 
every reproach whifh we make to God, who is perfect and 
without blemish, is foolish and insolent. It is also a fact of our 
experience that in actions which our own conscience considers 
bad we cannot rid ourselves of the plaguing feeling of inner 
strife and guilt. 

^ The expositors of Plato have later taken the personification of Eros 
in the Symposium as the sincere opinion of Plato, and so have turned 
the psychic mood of him who is inspired by love into a real demon. 
This is similar to what Iranian and Christian theology did with the 
spirit of prayer, “who helps our weakness and with unutterable sighs 
pleads for us before God.” 
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When Plato, in his effort to convey these contradictions to 
us, employs mythological stories about the immortal, immaterial 
soul as it wanders, in accordance with divine justice, through 
heaven and hell and is repeatedly incarnated in human or 
animal form for a new, earthly existence, he wishes to express 
the fact that he does not succeed in solving this contradiction 
in a scientifically satisfactory manner. Only the kernel of the 
myth, viz., the statement that “God is blameless and that the 
blame falls on man who has chosen his own lot,” has real 
meaning. The contradiction of this statement with the deter- 
ministic theory, which Plato substantiated elsewhere in a 
strictly scientific manner, is exactly the same contradiction 
which again and again engulfed Christian theologians when, on 
the one hand, they attempted to carry the thought about God’s 
omnipotence to the end and when, on the other hand, they 
tried to think to the end the notion about God’s goodness and 
justice, or that of human freedom which issues in moral 
self-determination. In these notions inheres the difficulty tliat 
the nature of the infinite, with which this discussion is always 
concerned, cannot be grasped by our finite, limited under- 
standing and cannot be put into concepts. 

As for the objections customarily brought by the timid 
guardians of morality against intellectual determinism, Plato 
tried to meet them with his doctrine concerning the conditions 
of EUDEMONISM, which penetrates far beyond the superficial 
conception of this ambiguous concept, and reaches down into 
the profound depths of the hiunan soul. Morality, he thinks, 
consists in the mastery of the sensual and ambitious desires by 
reason, which by strenuous effort asserts its superiority in the 
conflict. The delight derived from this successfully withstood 
battle is included as essential to the consciousness of moral 
excellence (this we may call good conscience), and constitutes 
the real content of true hiunan happiness. He who has realized 
what really “makes for his peace” is by this knowledge 
determined to do the good; just as he who finds his salvation 
in vain trivialities is thereby driven into wrong paths. From 
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this it again follows that no objection can be brought against 
God if he granted man the freedom to do evil; but that this 
freedom does not logically contradict the dependence of an 
individual’s will on his own convictions and the fimdamental 
nature of his whole Being. But it is irrational to praise moral 
excellence and at the same time to think away or to abolish 
the striving for moral excellence, or the battle against that 
which stands in its way. This is as irrational as it is to demand 
that the numbers three and five have the characteristics of even 
numbers.^ The greater the effort which an individual had to 
exert in the conflict with opposing conditions, the greater also 
was the evil of the weak who succumbed to the dangers of this 
conflict; and the more must we not only praise the moral 
worth of the former individual, but the greater will be the 
satisfaction which he himself enjoys from the fact that he, with 
the help of the gods (cf. Laws, 906a), remained victorious in 
the conflict with evil powers. 

I know no modern ethics which has replaced these principles 
with others which are better founded and more convincing. 

I bring this presentation to a close with the same statement 
with which I closed my larger work on Plato. In this I tried 
briefly to characterize Plato’s meaning for all time. To me, he 
is a philosopher second to none; an artist of first rank; a man 
favoured by God as few others have been; unforgettable for 
all time; releasing spiritual powers which have been a blessing 
to many and which will continue to be a blessing for all time. 


‘ This the necessity which God himself must obey forbids. 
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Begging, p. 355 (note i). 

Being = reality, which see; its opposite, Non-Being and appearance, 
which see. Being itself = the peculiar nature of things, 
pp. 87 f., cf. 375 (note 2). — Being and Becoming as opposites, 
82, 95 f., 136 f., 141 f., 147 ff., 164, 168 f., 171 f., 182, 188, 198, 
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Cycle, transformation of matter, pp. 200 f., 261; of motion, 263; of 
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Eros, son of Penia and Poros, p. 289; see also love. 
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Error; see knowledge, truth. 
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Moral law, 189 (note 2). Moral judgments, 61 f., 143, 159 f., 
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317. 319. 3345 341 f-5 3695 378 f.> 381 fo 389-— For the good 
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Expert knowledge, the basis for the claim to administer and to rule, 
pp. 63 f., 69, 71. 


Fairy tales, p. 122. 

Festivals, pp. 342, 345, 348, 360, 386. 

Finite, the; the limit and the limited; the limited in the PhilebuSi 
pp. 189 f., 197, 207, 362 f. 

Force, pp. 334 (346, cf. play). — Coercive measures of the state, 335, 
339 fo 341 f. 

Form; see unity, the whole, knowledge, matter (stuff). 

Freedom, its dangers, pp. 301, 342. — Freedom of the will, 315 ff., 
381, 388 ff. 

Friends of the Ideas, pp. 33, 169, 170, 174 f., 183 (note i), 186 (note), 
196, 301. 

Friendship, pp. 63 f., 308, 314, 335, 341. — Cf. love. 

Given, the; its fundamental characteristics, pp. 136, 154, 16 1 f., 174, 
178 f., 185, 192 f., 196 f., 198, 208, 213 f., 218, 220, 225 ff., 
244, 267 f., cf. 280 . — Also see the actual. 

God, pp. 95, 124, 131, 150 f., 199, 259, 267, 281 f., 307 (note), 308, 
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312 fo 370 ff.5 (cf. table of contents). — God as ideal and norm, 
109 f.;, 143, 1773 297, 308, 380. — ^As creator of the Ideas, 108 f., 
156 (note 4), cf. 158 (note i), 188; of man, 199, 281, 377; 
as former of the world, 208, 216 ff., 259 ff., 265, 366, 371, 
374. — God can only give the good, 378, and all good things 
come from him, 388. — The necessity to which God is subject, 
109, 219 f., 372 f., 377 f., 379. — Belief in God, 85; knowledge 
of God, 350; — gods, 109 f., 203, 295 f., 345, 380, (Dionysus, 
Apollo, the muses as patrons of the choruses, 348). — God- 
inspired {see madness); loved by God, favoured by God, 308, 
373. — Cf. reason, cosmos. 

Good {vs, evil), pp. 42 ff., 71 f., 81, 133, 188. Order, the correct 
organization constitutes goodness, 53, 60, 74, 190, 194 (note 2), 
259, 292 f., 316, 333, 346 f., 364. Beauty, symmetry and truth 
as characteristics of the good, 364. — Relation of the good to 
the useful, 63 f., 306, 314; to the beautiful, 61, 85, 362 f.; to 
pleasure, 81, 83, 358 f. — The so-called goods, 305 f., 309, 311 
(note i), 313, 386 f. Three types of goods, 72, 304 ff., 331. — 
The good is highest purpose of all human actions, 53, 61, 65, 
83, 252, cf. 292 f., 321; it possesses objective reality, 61 f.; it 
is the source and original ground of all reality and of all 
knowledge of reality (83) to which it gives its meaning, 376. — 
It is impossible to attain indisputable knowledge of the good, 
83, 127, 134, 322, 324. — Knowledge of the good is the only 
unconditioned good, not wanting to know {djuaOia) the good 
is the greatest evil, 53, 61, cf. 38, 303, 306, 314. — Cf. per- 
fection, virtue, God, eudemonism. 

Guardians of the ideal state have no family responsibility, pp. 326 f., 
329 ff. 

Gyges’ ring, p. 73- 

Habit, pp. 294, 309, 342, 345, 346 f., 360, 368. 

Hades, punishment in, p. 73. 

Health and disease, pp. 136, 181, 187, 190, 248. 

Heavy and light, p. 261 (difficult, 177). 

Heresy, courts for trying, p. 382. 

Hideous, disgraceful, pp. 50, 314, 316, 362 f., 369. 

History, lessons from, pp. 300, 342. 

Holiness, p. 304. 

Homer and the tragic poets in Plato, pp. 358, 359 f. 

Hygiene, racial; see man, improvement of. 

Idea — doctrine of Ideas, pp. 10, 30 f., 87-133 (especially, 88, 105, 
no f., 1 13, 1 18, 129 f., 131 : the Idea is known reality), 140-175 
(especially 142, 152 ff.), 177 f., 183-224 (especially, 184 ff., 
187, 197 : the Idea provides a basis for true conceptions, 210 f.; 

cc 
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the Idea is their objective basis, 218 fOj 253 ff., 374- — Meaning 
of the word Idea, 82; ambiguity of the word, 157, 186 (note), — 
Limited use of the word, 143, 167, 186, 210, 223 f. — Synonyms, 
92 f., 104, 141 f., 143, 156, 194 f., 197. — Especially the Idea 
as unchanging, permanent reality, 82, 95 f., 99, 183, 186 (note), 
210 f.; as the only essential and real Being, 108 f., 208; as 
other worldly, 132, 150 f., 155 f.; as completely knowable 
reality {hut see^ 309, cf. knowledge), 210 f.; as principle of 
unity, 165 f.; as creator of beauty, 360 f.; as guiding principle 
or purpose, 98, 183 f., 245; as law of development, 178 f., 
184, 376. — Ideas as presupposition of every meaningful 
affirmation and negation, 113, 152 ff., 206, 21 1 f., 253 f. — 
Embodiment of the Idea in reality (cf. art), 97 f., 177, 188. — 
Relation of the Idea to sensible objects or the relation of 
generic reality to the individual phenomena, 82, 88 f., 93 f., 
95 f., 100 f., 106 f., 108, 109 f., ii2ff., 119, 126 f., 131 f., 

147, 149 ff., 154 f., (the individual things desire to be what 
the Idea is), 165 f., 168 f., 185, 194 f., 201 ff., 207, 216 f., 
225 f., 228 f., 270, 295 f., cf. 349 f., 365 f. — Relation of the 
Idea to immaterial objects, 185, 207. — ^Vision of the Idea, 
305, 364, 367. — Gradual development of the doctrine of Ideas 
(preferred and contested Ideas), 147, 158 f. — The Ideas as 
forms of thought, 149, 156 f., 187 (note 2), 220; as hypotheses 
or postulates, 253 f.; as thoughts in God’s mind, 158 (note), 
371 f., 375 f., cf. purpose; as powers of God, 375. — Realm of 
Ideas, different classes and subtypes of Ideas, 118, 129 ff., 

148, 159 fo 165, 184, 187, 197 f., 212 ff., 217 f. — Ideas of 
objects of art, 108 f., 186 f., 215 f., 371. — Two main types of 
Ideas, 186, 214 f. — Relation of the Idea to the classes of reality 
of the Philebusy 196. — The Idea of Being, 130 f., 374 f.; Idea 
of the good, 81 f., 105, 129 ff., 134, 305, 309 f., 324 f., cf. 349 f., 
364, 372 f., 374 f.; the Idea of the Idea, 108, 150, 154 f., 156, 
165 (note i); Idea of life, 182, 216; Idea of beauty, 295 f.; 
Idea of space, 210; Idea of the world, 372, 374 f.; Idea of the 
state, 333. — Locus of the Ideas, 218 ff. — Irrational aspect of 
the Ideas, 209. — God as creator of the Ideas, 108, 156 (note 4), 
188 (note 2). — ^The supposed hypostatizing of the Ideas, 278 f. — 
Modern parallels to the doctrine of Ideas, 115 (Goethe), 116 
(Schuppe and Chamberlain), 244 ff. (Meinong and Husserl, 
cf. also 333 f.). — Difference between the Idea and the Kantian 
Ding an sichy 158. — Cf. reality, knowledge. 

Ideal, pp. 177, 184 f., 188, 308, 332 ff., 334 f. 

Incorrect, pp. 176, 181 f. {vs, in accordance with measure), 188, 193 f., 
196, 336. 

Image, reflected image, prototype and copy, pp. 63 f., 81, iiof., 
127 f., 150, 154 f., 156 (copy and original), 158 f., 185, i86; 
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(eternal prototype), 198 ff., 203, 215 f., 268 (eternal image), 
269, 332 f., 366 f., (eternal and temporary prototype), 371, 
373^^0 376. — ^Patterns, 143, 153, 219 f., 222 f.; a pattern 
“existing in nature,” 149, 153, 190, 214 f., 220; shadow of 
virtue or sham virtue, 69, 78 f., 96 f.; phantom of pleasure, 79. 

Imitation, pp. 288; artistic imitation, 105, 156 f., 361 f., 366 f., 368. 
— Cf. image, purpose, appearance. 

Immortality, Idea of and desire for, pp. 66 f., 87 f., 93 f., 102, 103, 
1 14, 1 19 f., 175, 281 f., 301, cf. 364. 

Impulses, purposeless, pp. 367; their realization produces pleasure; 
education (which see) consists in mastering them, 289, 293 f., 
347. — They drive us like marionettes, 384 f. The desire for 
food and the sex impulse, 289; desire to move and to speak, 
347. — Cf. striving. 

Indulgences, p. 382 (note). 

Infinity of time (and space), p. 267 f. 

Innate impulses and their activity, pp. 66, 83, 159 f.j 293 f., 31 1; 
other (a priori) concepts, pp. 91, 102 f., 114, 123, 148 (note 2), 
197, 277 f., (cf. logic: postulates). 

Inspiration, see madness. 

Instruction, see education : subjects of and levels of instruction, p. 325. 

Intellectualism (see eudemonism), pp. 38, 313, (cf. 327 f., 334, 338), 
378; rejected, 304, 31 1. 

Intermediate: between pleasure and pain, pp. 78, 289 f.; between 
good and bad (useful and harmful), 64, 65; between Being 
and Non-Being, knowable and not-knowable, 106, 108, 123, 
cf. 194 (note 2), 21 1 f. (cf. also 202 f.); between two extremes, 
78 f., 290 f., 301, 306, 341 f., 353 f., cf. 337. 

Irrational, the, pp. 193 f., 208 If., 215 f., 266 f., 270, 376 f. 

Justice, pp. 71 ff.5 84 f., 305 (the suffering just man); 306, 315 f. — 
Relation of justice to happiness, 72 ff., 158, 306; cf. eude- 
monism. — Administration of justice and magistrates, 353 f.^ 
366 f. 

King; see ruler, statesman; the kingly man, p. 79. 

Knowing, see knowledge. 

Knowledge, pp. 77 f., 135 ff., 2iif., 283 f. (confused by sensation, 
291, cf. 304), 298. In contrast to opinion which is subject to 
error, knowledge has for its content Being, reality, 126 ff., 
224 f., 226 f., 240 f., 253 f., and so attains truth (which see). 
Knowledge, semi-knowledge, ignorance have respectively as 
their objects Being, Semi-Being, Non-Being, 123 ff., 198, 
200 f., 202 f., 21 1 f., (cf. 87 f., 183, 194 (note 2), 302 (note), as 
well as 169 f., 170 f.), 269 f.—Conditions of knowledge, 98 f., 
123 f., 131 f., 141, 159 f., 166, 179 f., 183, 185, 191 f., 228 f., 
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370 f., 378 (cf. logic, postulate). — Knowledge as something 
subjective (psychical) always refers to an objective content, to 
an “Idea,” 140 f., 209 f., 21 1 f., (^see also 200 f.), 214 f., 224 ff., 
240. — The unrelated would not be knowable, 150, 208, cf. 164, 
166, 172. — Knowability of the Ideas, 150, 195, 21 1 f. — ^Highest 
object and goal of knowledge (the Idea of the good), 106, 
321 f., 325 f., 336, 349. — Knowledge is only possible in the 
light of the Idea of the good, 81 f., 132, 199, 372 (note), 375 
(note 2). — Knowledge of individual appearances, 148, 156 f., 
276 f., and of becoming things, 182, 220 f. — Certainty of geo- 
metric knowledge, 102, 266 f. — Rational knowledge (^(I>p6vr)(hg) 
as condition of virtue, 81, 87 f., cf. 61 f., 69. — Knowledge of 
an all inclusive mind (spirit), 132, (cf. 322), 376 f., 381. 

Language (speech), pp. 97 ff., 155 f., 168 f., 178 f., 197, 202 f., 208, 
228 f., 283 f. — ^Ambiguity of language, 139, 161 f. — Former of 
language, 98 f. 

Law in conflict with nature, pp. 51 f., 71 f. — Law as a second best, 
340 f.; it is superfluous for the ideal ruler, 320, 324 f., 326, 
cf. 339 j lawful and unlawful rule, 339 (note 4). — Introduction 
to legislation, 360. — Law as expression of reason, 342, 347, 
(but cf. 360). — Law of the divine cosmic order, 143, 214. — 
Moral law, 189 (note 2). — Law of Becoming (law of develop- 
ment, objective law), 141 f., 176, 179 (note 3), 180 f., 184, 186, 
188, 192 f., 198, 245, 336, 362 f. — Cf. necessity, state. 

Learning: as recollection, pp. 87 f., 102, 109 f., 119 ff., 126 f.; playful 
learning, 345. — Cf. memory, education. 

Lie, pp. 122, 307. 

Life: not the highest good, pp. 54, 306; — power of, 182 (note), 199, 
221 f., cf. soul. — Cycle of, 87. — Living things, 215 f., 263. — 
The world as the essence of all life, 215 f. — Being alive = ani- 
mate existence, 174, (199, world soul) — The tragedy and 
comedy of life, 361 f. 

Logic, pp. 88 f., 95, 100, 102, 104, 119, 124 f., 151, 169 f., 185 f., 
207 (note 2), 208, 210, 230-257 (cf. table of contents), 298. 
Assumptions of all logic, 170 f., 207, 252, 254 f., 370 f., 378. 
Axioms and postulates, pp. 82, 92 f., 105, iii f., 120, 129 f. 
206 f., 2iif., 226 f. — Exercises in, 161 ff., 231 f., 237 f.; 
vexatious questions in, 139. Form and content of a concept, 
91 f.; the objective reality of conceptual contents, 88 (cf. 
“Idea”). — Classification of concepts, 194 f.; dichotomy, 231 f., 
237 f., 242; system of concepts, 209 f., 217 f., 236 ff., 
254 f.; classification, 157 f., 242, 270 f. — Univocal, 139, 161 f., 
243; equivocal, 194 (of the Idea, cf. 186 (note ) ); 172 (of the 
concept of Being); 186 f. (of the unlimited); 255 f. (of the 
logos); 322 (of the good); 367 (of imitation). — Definitions, 
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103, 1 12, 1625 243, 245, 255 f. — ^Essence (Being)^ 243 ff., 
cf. 364 f. — Definition of form, loi; of Being, 147 (note), 
167 ff., 173; of knowledge, 255 f.; of perception, of the judg- 
ment, of speech, 283 f.; of the false judgment, 171 f., 283 f.; 
of reflection, of retention, of forgetting, 284 f.; of love, 66, 
294 f.; of the sophist, of the statesman, and of the philosopher, 
337. — Circular definition, 81, 140, 242. — Regressus in infi- 
nitum, 150 154 f., 258 f. — Correlative concepts, 65, 154 ff., 
159 f. 164, 168, 213 f., 224 f., 233 (subject-object); 169 f., 
240 (active-passive, doing-suffering); 190 f. (cause-effect); 
202 f. (thought, thought-contents. Idea). — Concepts of relation, 
65 (friendship), 66 (love), 133, 321 (note) (good). Categories, 
pp. 148 (note 2), 171 f., 197, 233 ff., 241, 255 f. The Judgment 
with its predication of Being as fundamental characteristic of 
thinking, 167, 170 ff., 196, 207, 210 f., 224 f., 230 f., 235, 
253 f.; negative predication, 170 f., 230 f., 233 f.; true and 
false predication, 173. Laws of Thought, p. 232 f. Logical 
necessity based on the relation of identity, pp. 89 f., 113, 
125 f., 170 f., 230 f., concepts and Ideas retain their identity, 
147. Contradiction and opposite meaning intolerable, 90 f., 
138, 141 f., 149, 157 f., 162 f., 169 ff., 176, 256, 267 f., cf. 378. — 
Logical deduction, 90, 230 f ., 252 ; hypothetical development of 
concepts, 103, 120 f., 152, 161 f., 166, 203, 251; fictions, 261, 
262, 314. — Principle of sufficient reason and real basis 
{Realgrund)y 207, 232, 252 f.; Becoming, but not Being, causally 
conditioned (cf. cause), 121, 129 f., 132, 173 f., 197 f. — Causes 
and secondary causes, 199 f., cf. essence. Aetiological and 
teleological considerations, 200; cf. also “teleology.” — ^Ana- 
logical inferences, 255 f. — ^Antilogies, 153, 161 f., 165, 196. 
Paralogisms, 166. — Illegitimate inference, 203 f., 210. The 
“customary” philosophical Method of Plato, 108 f., iii f., 
1 13 (note). — Dialectical method, 236 ff., 299. — Ironical rejec- 
tion of the solution of a problem, 142, 157 f., 219 (note 2). — 
Referring back to something else, 94 f., 99, 102, 105. Dif- 
ference between the purely logical and the real. See 
abstraction. 

Logos, pp. 130 f., 255. 

Love (Eros), pp. 66 ff., 85, 109 ff., 289, 294 ff., 364, 387 f. — ^Levels of 
love, 95 f. — Basis of love is a need, a want, 64 f., cf. desire. — 
Passionate love, 79, 291. — ^Pangs of love, 295 f. — Platonic love, 
67, 294, 297 f. 

Luxuries, laws concerning, p. 357. 

Madness (inspiration), pp. 85, 359 f., 362 f., 367, 387; also see, 291, 

294 ffo 299. 

Man: his relation to the cosmos, pp. 194 f., 260, 379; to animals, 271, 
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294— Creation of, I99> 259 f., 280 f., 378 divinely favoured 
men, 308, 374; — human organization, 66, 82, 159 f., 203 f., 
213 f., 242 (note 3), 252 f., 260, 267 f., 292 f., 298 f., 310, 314, 
3I7> 336, 3475 369, 371 f.5 3795 387. Limits of human know- 
ledge, 370, 388. — The tasks of man, 321, 386 f. — Types of 
character, 300 L — Improvement of the human race, 323, 
326 f., 329 ff.; cf. measure, knowledge, animal. 

Marriage, regulation of, pp. 323 f., 326, 330 f., 338, 385; guardians of, 
350 f. 

Materialism, pp. 169 f., 193 f., 203, 254 f. (mechanistic explanation of 
the world, 199, 278 f.). 

Mathematics, pp. 102, 125, 258, 260, 265 f., 272, 276 ff., (philosophical 
or pure and applied mathematics, 276), 244, 321. — Mathe- 
matical sign language, 240. — Cf. number, measure. 

Matter, pp. 200 ff. (= extension, 204, 266), 207 ff., 265 f., 280 f., 
377 f.; as acting in space, 261. 

Measure, standard of measurement, pp. 88, 176 f. (as norm), 18 1, 182 
(note), 183, 187 f., 190, I9if., 1965 245, 336 f.5 339> 359^0 
363 f. What is in accordance with measure, 177, 182 (opposite : 
incorrect, which see)^ 362 f., 365. — Man the measure of things, 
97, iiif. (cf. 123), 178 f.; God the measure of things, 177, 
308, 380. 

Megaric philosophy, pp. 162, 175. 

Memory, pp. 139 f., 285. 

“Mixed,” the, in the Philehusy pp. 21 1, 362 f. 

Moment, p. 268. 

Morality, see ethics. 

More or less, pp. 189, 208. 

Motion, pp. 135, 181, 230, 258 ff. Types of motion, 141 f., 263 f.; 
cause of motion, 261 f., 265, 271 f. Motion and permanence, 
141 f., 169 f., 173, 176 ff., 184. All sensible objects are in 
motion, 135, 262, 265 f., 273. — Corresponding motions of 
object and subject, 135 f., 253 f. Motion of “Being,” 174, 
198. — Cf. Becoming, reality, law, quality. 

Motion of the whole universe, pp. 265, 272. 

Musical, the, p. 366. 

Mysticism (and quietism), pp. 299 f., 310 f. 

Myths, mythological descriptions (in contrast to philosophical 
doctrines), pp. 55, 70, 102, 109 ff., 120, 122, 128, 131, 136, 
159 f., 167, 175, 275 U 280 f., 288, 295 f., 309, 370, 389.— Cf. 
presentiments. 

Name; see language. 

Nature, in contrast to arbitrary opinion, pp. 39, 45 f., 50, 57 f., 142; 
in the formation of words, 97, 99. — Philosophy of nature, 
258 ff., 269 f.; study of nature, 383; characteristics of nature 
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(cf. laws), 176, 245; prototypes existing in nature, 149, 152 f., 
188, 213 f., 219 f. 

Necessity, pp. 176 ff., 179 (note 3), 183 f., 188, 199, 336; God bound 
by necessity, 109, 220, 372 f., 376 f., 390 (note). — Cf. law. 

Nihilism (and relativism), pp. 44, 61 f., 112 f., 184, 254 f., 360 f. 

Norm; see measure, art of measurement, normal size, p. 176 f.; 
normal condition, 182. 

Nothing, Non-Being, pp. 127 f., 164, 168 f., 176, 197, 212 f., 230 f., 
258. — Cf. logic, predication. 

Number, pp. 126 f., 164, 167, 179 f., cf. 268 f., 379; counting, measur- 
ing, weighing, 276. — Cf. mathematics. 

Object; see the given, knowledge, subject, thinking, objective relations. 
— See logic, causal relationship. 

Opinion (r^ofa), pp. 283 f.; as intermediate level, see knowledge; as 
an attempt to learn, 139. — ^True and false opinion, 139, 173, 
283. — Difference between correct opinion and knowledge, 
138 ff., 202 f., 211 f., 303. 

Opposite; see contrast; pairs of opposites, pp. 167, 170 f., 176, 189, 
233 fo 302 (note), 362 (note 4). — Conflicting philosophies of 
life, 51, 54, 59; opposites supplement each other, 337 f. 

Optimism; see eudemonism, evil. 

Order; see good. 

Orphic, the, pp. 70, 282, 373 (note 4), 382 (note). 

Other world, pp. 82, 108 f., 119 f., 132 f., 222; cf. Idea, space. 

Party rule and party conflicts, pp. 341^ 355. 

Pederasty, pp. 297 f., 300 (note). 

Perceptible (bodily, spatial moved; opposite: immaterial, etc.), 
pp. 126 f., 135, 168, 174, 185, 198, 200, 208, 212 f., 265 f., 
273; differentiated in accordance with the ability of human 
comprehension, 123 {but see 263). — Cf. space, motion, body, 
knowledge. 

Perfection, pp. 66, 83 f., 143, 189, 364; perfecting, 65 f., 85, 323 f., 
335 ^ 308. 

Personality, pp. 301, 373 f. 

Pessimism, pp. 383, 385. 

Phenomenology, pp. 113 (note), 124 (note 3), 226 ff. 

Philosopher, pp. 74, 77 f. (= the kingly man), 93 f., 106, (^iAdao^oc 
t;s. ^iAd' 5 o;oc, cf. rhetoric, sophistic), 147 f., 296 f., 305, 310; 
like the artist, 295, 364, 387 f.; as leader of the state, 320, 
323 f. 3 326 f., 335, 337, 350 f.; cf. statesman. — Conflicting 
philosophies of life of the philosopher and of the man of 
affairs, 51, 52 (philosophy advocates a “slave morality’’), 54, 
59i 143 f., 148; philosophical education, 320 ff., 349 f., basis of 
philosophy, 299; philosophy as dialectic, 300. — Cf. Plato. 
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Piety, pp. 46 fo 48, 100, 308, 385 f. 

Place, natural, p. 242; also see space. 

Plato, his life, pp. 21 f., 55 f., 88 f., 134; character, 298, 308, 380, 
390; artistic nature, 358 f.; dialogues, 27 f., 112, 133 f.; their 
purpose, 112, 161 f., 231 f., 237; their form, 161 f., 176; 
persons in the dialogue, 168, 258, 294 (note 2), 314 (note), 
340 f. Cf. table of contents. Deficiencies and ambiguities in 
Plato, 127 f., 134, 147, 149, 154 f., 161 f., 175 f., 192 f., 198, 
213 f., (cf. 226 f.), 272, 288, 307, 309 f., 329 ff., 366, 370 f., 
374 f. Misinterpretations of Plato by his critics, 59 f., 113 
(note), Ii 4 f., 119, 153, i6if., 175 f., 185, 187, 196, 236, 
266 f., 277 f., 282, 301 (note 3), 328 ff., 359 f., 374 f., 388 (note). 

Play, pp. 134, 345 ff., 367. 

Pleasure (and pain), pp. 42 f., 52, 59, 78, 81, 191 f., 286 f., 289 f., 293, 
312, 314 f., 342, 347, 359 ff., 372 f.; as imitation of the good, 
53, 361 f. — Measuring the intensity of pleasure, 286 f., 293 f. 
Three types or levels of pleasure, 73 f., 76 f., 84, 286 f., 293 f. 
Everyone is pleased with what corresponds to his nature, 
360 f., cf. 296 f. Better and worse pleasures, 53, cf. 360 f., 
365 f., 368. Highest (mental) pleasure, 109 f., 336. True, 
pure and false, impure pleasure, 78, 244, 290 f., (cf. 359), 
370 f. — Phantom pleasure, 79. — Cf. striving, impulse, desire. 

Poet; see madness, art, Homer. 

Politics; see state, statesman; political resignation, p. 333. 

Power (capacity, faculty), pp. 106 f., (cf. 140 f.), 148 (note 2), 169, 
173, 182 (note), 192 f., 201 f., (power Being), 208, 210, 21 1 f. 
(Powers differentiated by their objects and their effects), 233, 
258. Distribution of powers in the world, 199, 218, 220 f., 
245 ^ 373 f- 

Power and insight must be combined, pp. 335, 342; cf. philosopher. 
Ambitious striving for power, 54 {see alsoy 71 f., 314, 341). — 
Cf. rhetoric, sophistic. 

Prayer, pp. 305, 327, 384, 386. 

Predication (judgment) ; see logic. 

Pre-existence, pp. 88 f., 102, 114, 119. 

Premonition, see presentiment. 

Presentiment, faith in contrast to knowledge, pp. 20, 129, 132, 135, 
304, 310, 322, 369, 371, 375 (note 2).— Cf. myths. 

Production (physical and spiritual) as the way to happiness, pp. 66, 
294 f. 

Prototype; see image. 

Providence, faith in, pp. 47 f., 374. 

Psychic; see soul; body. 

Psychological, pp. 87, I2i, 139, 170 f., 186,207,281-302. (Cf. table 
of contents), 339, 342, 344, 346 f., 361 f., 367 ff., 378. 

Public opinion, p, 318. 
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Punishment, pp. 51, 53, 315, 356. — Fundamental principles of penal 
justice, 315 ff.; (monetary fines, 343). — Cf. force, evil. 

Purpose, pp. 243 ff., 270 f. — Perfection is the highest purpose, 84, 
132. Highest purpose and subordinated purposes (= uncon- 
ditioned good and conditioned goods), 64; purpose as a good 
stands above the useful, 60. — ^Purpose and means, 65 f.; the 
purposeful, 177 f., 188. — ^Purposive explanation, see teleology; 
man’s purposive activity, 188; especially that of the formative 
artist and the expert, 53, 177, 180, 216, 220, 362 f., 367, 371 f. — 
The purposive thoughts of God, 158 (note), 188 (note 3), 
193 f., 198 f., 208 f., 215 ff., 245, 367, 371 f. 

Pythagorean, pp. 70, 188, 258 ff., 273, 275, 282, 373 (note 4). 

Quality, as the result of the motions of the object and of the subject, 
pp. 135, 140 f., 181 f., 187, 190 f., 253 f., 260, 264 ff.; change 
in quality, 200 f., 264 f. 

Reality, the real (= Being): rejected definitions, pp. 167 (= body), 

168 (== object of thought); proposed definitions: That which 
has the power to affect or to be affected, 148 (note 2), (cf. 140), 

169 f., 173 f., 182 (note), 183, 193, 201, 206, 207, 210, 218, 
221, 233 f., 261, 263, 353. — Reality cannot remain in rigid 
immobility nor can it change contrary to law, 14 1, 170. — 
Everything real is unity of plurality, a whole with parts, 165, 
196; stands in effective relations, 163 f., and is at one and the 
same time objectively and subjectively conditioned, 198, 212 f., 
237 f. — Completely real, half real, unreal correspond as objects 
to the three subjective conditions, knowledge, guessing, not- 
knowing (ignorance), 109 f., ii2f., 124 f. Knowability of 
reality, 132. — Two types of reality (“Being”), 88 f., 198 f., 
206 f., 388; four classes of reality according to the Philehusy 
189 ff., 206; the three basic elements of reality according to 
the TimaeuSi 201 ff.; — ^generated reality, 189 ff.; — ^immaterial 
reality, 88 f., 90 ff., 97, 100 f., 138 f., 203 ff., 21 1 f., 217 f., 
221 ff., 228, 272, 280 f.; cf. Idea, soul; reality as ensouled (cf. 
world soul), 174 f., 193, 215 f., cf. 374 f. — See also Being, 
cosmos, knowledge, logic (judgment), good. 

Reason, mind: rationality of Being, pp. 174; of the world ground, 82, 
84, 89 f., 130 f., 143, 159 fo 1755 193 I99i 201 f., 208 f., 
213 f., 215, 217 f., 259, 265, 272, (cf. 280), 350 f., 362 f., 370> 
374 f-, 381. — Reason can only dwell in a soul, 272; — rational 
beings, 193 f. — The anti-rational, see irrational. — Cf. know- 
ledge, God. 

Relativity of Becoming, pp. 136; of knowledge, 137. — ^Relativism; see 
nihilism. 

Rest; see equilibrium. 



410 THE ESSENCE OF PLATO’S PHILOSOPHY 

Rhetoric, pp. 49 ff., 53 f., I 33 > I 37 » 298 f., 337 (in Plato, 175, 368). 
Riches (and poverty), pp. 305 f., 313, 343, 386 f. 

Ruler, the art of governing, profession of ruling, pp. 71 f., 78 f., 
323 f., (of the philosopher), 335, 338. 

Sacrifice and atonements, pp. 73, 327, 344, 384. 

Science; see art. 

Self-discipline (ao)<f>poavvTj), pp. 52, 74, 306, 311. 

Self-conceit {dfjLadla)^ pp. 312, 318. 

Self, knowledge of, examination of, and its opposite. See self- 
conceit. 

Self-sacrifice, pp. 67, 297. 

Self-sufficiency, pp. 63, cf. 64, 80. 

Sensations, p. 285 f.; cf. table of contents. 

Sense-perception, pp. 135 ff., 214 f., 235, 263 f., 284 f. (different from 
stimulus, 285 f., cf. 287), 301. (Exposition and criticism of 
pure sensationalism, 135-138, 185, 204 f.); infallibility of 
subjective sense-perception (of vapov irdOog), 136, 138, 140, 
224 f. — Inexactness of sense-perception, 126 f., 199, 200 f., 

208, 21 1 f., 253 f., 276 f. 

Shadow; see image. 

Sickness, disease, pp. 136, 182, 187, 330 f.; as cause of mental 
infirmities, 318; disease of the soul, 292 f. 

Similarity (and difference in essence), pp. 64, 127 f., 150, 156, 159 f., 
178 (note 3), 270, 284. 

Simplicity, pp. 88 f., 234, 301. 

Size; see comparison. 

Scepticism, pp. 62, 205, 253. 

Slavery, pp. 75 f., 329 f., 343, 344, 356, 366. 

Sophist, pp. 38 ff., 57 f., 62, 1 12, 337 (cf. 105). 

Soul, as principle of motion and bearer of life, pp. 174, 198, 272, 301, 
350; of reason, 271 f. — ^Achievements of the soul, 72, 302. — 
The soul of “Being,” 174; world soul, 199 (cf. 215 f.), 281 
(the soul of Zeus); soul of the earth and of the stars, 260. — 
Soul and body (mind and body), 70, 78, 87 f., iiof., 114, 
293 fo 301 ; both belong together (cf. subjective), 148 (note 2), 
227. — ^The disembodied soul, 114, 119 (cf. 169 f.), 176 (note). 
— Parts of the human soul, 73, 282, 307; its enigmatic many- 
sidedness, 109 (cf. 385 f.); the wings of the soul, no, 296. 
The unity of the soul, 282, 301 . — The constitution of the soul, 
74 f., 292 f.; on it depends happiness, 77; care of the soul, 70 f. 
— ^Transmigration of the soul, 389. — Cf. body. 

Space, as principium individuationis^ pp. 210, 267. — Idea of spatiality, 

209. — Spatiality (not space) ~ matter, 204, 208, 265 f.; by 
nature irrational, 209 f., 258 f., 267 f. — Relation of space to 
materiality, 266. — Spatial and qualitative changes (cf. quality) 
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are two main types of motion, 141 f. — Universal extension, 263. 
— That which comes into being in space is perceptible with our 
senses, is the concrete, 202 f., is that which is in motion, 262, 
is that which is causally conditioned, 209. — ^The spatial- 
temporal in contrast to the logical, 163, 177 f., 183 (note 2); 
— non-spatial, immaterial realities, 154 f. (cf. 156), 203 ff., 
216 ff., 254 f., cf. 272. — The hyper-heavenly place, 109 f., 
cf. 221 f., 333 f. 

Spirit; see reason. 

Spiritualism, p. 168 f. 

Stars, pp. 260, 262 (note 6), 274 f., 379, 381 ; cf. astronomy. 

State: blessings of state organization, pp. 48 f., 309; its opposite, 
317 f. — Ideal concept of, 222, 336. — ^The ideal condition of, 
340 f., 346. — Its excellence depends on the excellence of its 
citizens, 349, (cf. 73 f., 307, 350 f.). — Defective states, tem- 
porary states, 75, 301, 336, 339 f. — The state of the Republic, 
73 f., 320-337 (cf. table of contents). — The state of the Laws, 
342 ff., its agrarian legislation, 343, 353 f.; laws governing 
commerce and industry, 343; duty to work, 344, 348, 350 f.; 
educational measures, 342 ff. — Council of state (nightly 
assemblies), 349 f., 382; the officials, 349, 352 ff.; jurisdiction 
354; protection of the weak, 356 (cf. 330 f.); laws governing 
elections, 353 f. (cf. table of contents). — Art of Statesman- 
ship, Statesman, pp. 53, 54, 68 (cf. 306), 322, 330 f., 337 f., 
340 f., 346, (educator for morality), 349 f., 369. — Criticism of 
statesmen of Athens, 54, 331. 

Striving, desire, pp. 64 f., 66, 83, 158 f., 214 f., 252, 286 (259 f., 
313 f., 336). — ^Three fundamental characteristics of striving 
and levels of pleasure {which see), 73 f., 76 f., 84. — Cf. impulse, 
good. 

Stuff; see matter. — Cycle of matter, pp. 200 f.; — organic change of 
matter, 263 f., 284; — matter (content) and form, 178 f., 188, 
191 f., 197, 208, 214 f., 235, 365 f., 368; resistance of matter, 
209. 

Subject and object, pp. 135, 140 f., 155 f., 158 f., 169, 214 f., 224 f., 
226 f., — Subjectivism; see nihilism. 

Sun, pp. 82, 128, 157, 264 (note 2), 268, 273 f., 279 f. 

Symmetry, pp. 365, 368. 

Syssitia (common meals), pp. 326, 344, 351. 

Task and particular station (^ipyov), pp. 72, 303, 321, 344; cf. purpose. 

Teleology, teleological consideration, pp. 130, 132, 180, 196, 200, 209, 
279 ff., 364, 366 f., 370, 375 (note 2), 379. 

Temperaments, pp. 293 f., 337 f. (312 f.). 

Theatre, p. 359. — ^Marionettes, p. 385. 

Theory, to be supplemented by experience, pp. 325 f., 349 f. 
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Thinking and thought-content, pp. 88 f. (objective reality of the 
thought-content), 155 f., 168 f., 196 f., 202 f., 214 f., 235, 283. 
— ^Thinking finds expression in effective relations between 
subject and object, 212 f. Every ideational act of thinking 
contains unity and plurality, 197. — Conceivable = capable of 
being thought out by the human understanding, 123 f. — Cf. 
knowledge, logic, abstraction. 

Time, pp. 262 f., 267 ff; (time and eternity, 268), 373, 379. 

Tragedy, tragedians, pp. 288, 364; in Plato. See Homer. 

True, truth (cf. knowledge; opposite: false, error), pp. 81 f., 87 f., 
89, 92 f., 105 f., 109 f.. Ill ff., 121, 123, 125 f., 129 ff., 136 f., 
138, 142 f., 153 f., 168, 173, 178 f., i8if., 204 ff., 2Ilf., 
226 f., 254 f., 283 f., 364, 370 f. — Truth in art, 359 f.; — 
certain, true predications, 89 f . ; — true and false sensations of 
pleasure and pain, 290 f. — ^Without unity truth cannot be 
known, 162 f.; truth consists in having a predication refer to an 
Idea, 167 (note i), 190, 195, 253 f.; true knowledge also of 
becoming things, 182. — Search for truth, 102 f., 123 f., 139. — 
Truth and Probability, 180 f., 199 f., 256, 267 f., 270. 

Truthfulness, p. 308; its opposite: lie, which see. 

Type, typical, pp. 182, 188, 191 (note), 194 (note 2), 215 f., 245, 301. 

Tyrant, pp. 75 f., 309, 31 1, 339 f., 342. — ^The tyrannical man, 78 f., 

314. 

Unity (monad, henad, cf. “Idea”), pp. 195, 196 f., 206 f.; without 
unity, no knowledge (which see); no truth, 163 f., 166 f., 191 f., 
196, 236, no beauty, 299, 364. — ^Unity and plurality (infinity), 
147 ff., 163 ff. (167 f., 179 fo cf. 190 f.), 194 ffo 210 f., 233, 
268 f., 349 f . — ^The soul as principle of unity, 301 . 

Universal; opposite: the particular, pp. 126 f.; as the content of our 
conceptions and of words, 154 f., 179 (note 3), 353 f. 

Unlimited, indefinite, the, in the Philebusy 189 f., 197, 216 f., 362. 

Useful, beneficial, pp. 60 f., 137 f., 180 f.; cf. good, purpose, pleasure. 

Value, unconditioned value, pp. 61 f. (of the beautiful, 85), 66, 69. — 
Different kinds of value-judgments, 59 f.; moral value- 
judgments, see ethics; absence of value-judgments, 176. 

Vice, p. 312 f. 

Virtue, based on order, pp. 190 f.; on knowledge, 37 ff., 40 f., 42 f., 
443 453 533 58, 81, 83, 306; on the mastery of the desires, 
289 f., 346; is unconditioned good, 309; cf. eudemonism. — 
The teachability of virtue, 44 f., loi, 103. Unity of virtue, 
53, 62 f., 69, 307. Individui virtues, 81, 84, loi, 129 f., 
306 flf.; compare justice, etc.; popular and philosophic virtue, 
314 ff. — Sham virtue, 69, 77 f. 

Virtuosity, pp. 365, 369. 
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War (and peace), pp. 245, 337, 342 f.; military service, 355; education 
for vi^ar, 325 f., 345 f., 351 f., 353 f. 

Weaving, p. 337* 

Whole, the (and parts), pp. 163 f., 167, 233 f., 258 f., 299, 362 f. 
Wine, pp. 348 (note 2), cultivation of the vine, 355 (note 2). 

Wisdom (its opposite: folly, also cf. evil), pp. 69, 74 f., 83, 137 f., 
306 f.; differentiated from cunning, 31 1. 

Women, more equality with men in the RepuhliCy pp. 327 f., 339 f., 
than in the Lawsy 350 f. 

Zoology, pp. 242, 271. 
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RECENT WORKS BY C. E. M. JOAD 


Counter Attack from the East 

La, Cr. ^vo. The Philosophy o£ Sir S. Radhakrishnan ys. bcl. 

This work consists of a presentatiop of the thought of the Hindu 
philosopher, Sir S. Radhakrishnan, with particular reference to its 
bearing upon the problems of the contemporary West. Radhakrishnan 
is a philosophical bi-lingufst, equally versed in Eastern lore and Western 
philosophy. As such he is particularly fitted to act as liaison officer 
between the two worlds of East and West. His Hibbert lectures delivered 
in Manchester and London three years ago attracted attention chiefly 
because they offered to a generation which has largely lost its religion 
a solution, based upon the lecturer’s fundamentally religious attitude 
to life, to its resultant problems of guidelessnc.ss and purposelessness. 
While not necessarily subscribing to this solution, Mr, Joad has sought 
to work out its application to current problems. The book is, accordingly 
more than a mere exposition of Radhakrishnan’s thought; it contains 
a Prologue and an Epilogue by Mr. Joad, in which, after diagnosing 
the discontents of the times, he offers his own .suggestions for their 
alleviation. These turn upon a renaissance of the sense of Values 
through education directed to the use of leisure. 


Essays in Common Sense Philosophy 

CV. ^vo. New Edition containing New Introduction js. 6d. 

To this reprint of Mr. C. E. M. (oad’s flrst philo.sophical work the 
author has contributed an introduction indicating the lines along 
which his philosophical views have developed since Essays in Common 
Sense Philosophy was first published in 1919. He also describes the 
positions maintained in that book which have remained unaffected 
by subsequent developments. These are pre-eminently the criticism of 
Hegelianism, the exposition of a Realist theory of perception, and 
the establishment of the independent reality of universals. Particularly 
pertinent at the present time are the criticisms of the Hegelian theory 
of the State, the theory which underlies and inspires the Nazi revolu- 
tion in German>\ and the discussion of the extent to which man’s 
intellectual beliefs are determined by non-rational, temperamental 
factors. Arc our reasons free, or mere tools of our instincts 1 This discus- 
sion has been rendered highly topical by the developments of psycho- 
analysis which have taken place since the book appeared. 

Philosophical Aspects of Modern Science 

Demy 8vo. 12s. 6d» 

This book contains a critical examination of theories of the universe 
recently advanced on the basis of modern physics. The views of Pro- 
fessor Eddington and Sir James Jeans are in turn subjected to criticism 
on the ground that they rest upon a faulty theory of knowledge, 
which ignores the Realist movement which is the distinctive feature 
of twentieth century philosophy. Bertrand Russell’s Neutral-Monism 
is also criticized. The author puts forward his own view of the status 
of the physicist’s world and of its relation to the world we perceive, 
and discusses the relations between scientific objects such as electrons 
and physical objects such as chairs and tables. 



• East and West in Religion 

by Sir S. RADHAKRISHNAN 

Cr. Svo. Author of The Idealist View of Life, etc. ^s. Gd . 

This book deals mainly with the attitudes and approaches to religious 
life characteristic of East and West and offers further illustrations of 
the idealist view of life set forth in the author's Hibbcrt Lectures. 
It contains also many interesting reflections on current problems, such 
as Christians missions in India, pacifism psycho-analysis, and Yoga. 

The Conception of God in the Philosophy 
of Aquinas 

Medium Zvo. by R. L. PATTERSON 21s. 

This is a fresh treatment from a strictly philosophical point of view of 
St. Thomas Aquinas’s conception of God. It is founded on a thorough 
acquaintance with the original texts and the work of recent scholars. 
Confining himself to the main subject of Aquinas’s idea of God, the 
author is able to do justice by ample quotations to the details of the 
great doctor’s doctrine, and also to indicate its central place in mediaeval 
theology, and its perennial interest for the history of thought. 

The Horizon of Experience 
A Study of the Modern Mind 

Demy Svo. by C. DELISLE BURNS i2s. 6d. 

The Modern Mind is attracted by what is on the horizon of experience, 
the new forms of knowledge and of art. This book discusses the his- 
torical rhythm which, at certain crises, brings the horizon of experience 
into prominence after periods of synthesis. It attemps also to show 
that a philosophical view of experience as a whole should now depend 
less upon the conclusions of science and more upon the understanding 
and appreciation of works of art. Such works of art, in the modern 
forms of art, are treated not as objects to be observed from the out- 
side but in reference to the process by which the artist creates them. 
Morality also is discussed, as an art of living in which in our day, the 
untried good is most important: and Religion is taken to include 
modern transformations of the traditional sense of what is divine, in 
many different lands. 

The Will to Fuller Life 

by J. H. BADLEY 

Demy Svo. Headmaster of Bedales School lOS. 6d. 

This is a study of spiritual development in continuation of the same 
writer’s outline of psychology, The Will to Live. After discussing the 
nature and development of values in general, he here deals in succes- 
sion with the ultimate values, truth, beauty, and moral good, and 
with the main forms — science, philosophy, art, social, and personal 
morality — in which the pursuit of these values has found embodiment, 
ending with some consideration of their bearing on what now lies 
before us. The whole is treated from the point of view that man is 
bound to take a conscious part in directing his further evolution. 
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